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The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, July 11, 2005, at 2 p.m.

The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable RICH-
ARD BURR, a Senator from the State of
North Carolina.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer.

Let us pray.

Eternal God, as we prepare to cele-
brate our Nation’s independence, we
thank You that we can look to You to
meet our needs. You provide our food
and drink, our health and strength.
You give us the warmth of friendship
and the love of family. And when all of
these blessings are scarce, You provide
us with patience to wait and courage to
persevere.

Bless our lawmakers today. Keep
them on right paths. Help them to
avoid the shortcuts that lead away
from Your will. Strengthen their fami-
lies and keep them from harm.

Lord, give each of us the prudence to
foresee the danger ahead and take pre-
cautions.

We pray in Your loving Name. Amen.

————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable RICHARD BURR led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate.

Senate

FRIDAY, JULY 1, 2005

The assistant legislative clerk read

the following letter:
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, July 1, 2005.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable RICHARD BURR, a Sen-
ator from the State of North Carolina, to
perform the duties of the Chair.

TED STEVENS,
President pro tempore.

Mr. BURR thereupon assumed the
Chair as Acting President pro tempore.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, this morn-
ing we are in session for a period of
morning business. There are several
Senators who have indicated their de-
sire for time today to introduce legisla-
tion and to make general statements.
There will be a number of statements
over the course of the morning and pos-
sibly into the early afternoon—in part
because we have had such a busy week
with legislation on the floor so that
people will take advantage of this op-
portunity today.

Last night we were able to complete
both the CAFTA legislation and the
Energy and Water appropriations bill. I
hesitated a little bit because, by the
time we finished here—it was not that

long ago, about 9 hours ago. We fin-
ished about 1 o’clock in the morning.
But we had a very full day, a very pro-
ductive day yesterday, passing the ap-
propriations bills as well as the legisla-
tion that will do a great deal in terms
of lowering trade barriers to very im-
portant countries, most of which are
recently emerged democracies.

Because we were able to finish our
work late last night into the wee hours
of the morning, we will not have roll-
call votes today. When we finish our
business today, we will adjourn for our
recess and return on Monday, July 11.
At that point in time the plans are to
take up the Homeland Security appro-
priations bill. We will have a vote late
Monday afternoon—later this morning
we will say more about that—in rela-
tion to an amendment on the Home-
land Security bill.

I do thank all of our Members for
their hard work and their assistance
over the last week, indeed the last sev-
eral weeks. In the last week alone, the
last 5 days, we were able to initiate the
appropriations process and pass three
appropriations bills as well as the Cen-
tral American Free Trade Agreement
bill.

It could not have been done without
a lot of understanding and participa-
tion by both sides of the aisle, includ-
ing the Republican leadership working
with the Democratic leadership very
effectively, hand in hand. We had long,
late, busy sessions, but they were very
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productive and we moved America’s
business forward in a very positive
way.

I know several people will have state-
ments over the course of the morning,
looking back over the past several
weeks, in that we have had a very pro-
ductive session that delivered to the
American people.

———

CONCERNS ABOUT PRESCRIPTION
DRUG ADVERTISING

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I would
like to make a statement that I regard
as a very important one because it re-
flects what I think is a needed change
in behavior that affects health care
across America. Let me begin with a
few phrases: ‘“‘Keep the spark alive,”
“The healing purple pill,” “If a playful
moment turns into the right moment
you can be ready,” ‘“‘For everyday vic-
tories.”

You turn on your TV anytime of the
day and that is what you will hear and
that is what you will see. These are the
advertising tag lines for some of Amer-
ica’s best selling and most advertised
prescription drugs—in the last several
weeks, months and years. We all know
them when I read them. Some even
have the images that pop up into their
minds, because we see them again and
again and again and again. We are bar-
raged by them.

I mention this as a physician, be-
cause 10 years ago you would not have
seen any of that advertising on tele-
vision. We have heard them on our tel-
evision sets, we hear them on our fa-
vorite radio programs, we see them in
newspapers, we see them in magazines.
Those who go to NASCAR races see
them on the cars. You see them on bill-
boards along the highways. We are bar-
raged with this information. It is
called direct-to-consumer advertising.
When I was practicing medicine before
coming to this body—not that long
ago, in 1994—it didn’t exist.

This is what direct-to-consumer ad-
vertising is. When drug companies,
pharmaceutical companies, market
their products, the marketing used to
be done to physicians who could accu-
mulate that information and help pa-
tients make decisions. But the direct-
to-consumer goes over the heads of
physicians with this advertising, direct
to the American people, direct to the
consumer. It is called direct-to-con-
sumer advertising, or DTC is the termi-
nology people use.

It is a two-edged sword. Obviously
there can be huge health education
benefits to such advertising because
you are exposed to it, you are barraged
with it, and information is provided,
information to which you might not
otherwise have access. But let there be
no mistake, drug advertisements are
fuel to America’s skyrocketing pre-
scription drug cost. It is a two-edged
sword. The advertising is new over the
last 10 years. Now it is time to assess
the efficacy of advertising, but also po-
tential damage that is done by this
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proliferation, this skyrocketing of ad-
vertising to which we are being ex-

posed.
These ads do influence consumer be-
havior; otherwise, drug companies

wouldn’t be putting money into them.
Their real purpose at the end of the
day is to have a drug that, yes, helps
people, but also makes money for
them. It affects consumer behavior and
it also—though it is not said very
much but I will speak to it here short-
ly—affects physician behavior in a way
I think is detrimental. Physicians
don’t want to talk about it very much
because it is a little embarrassing. I
will come back to that. But it affects
physicians’ behavior in a way that I
think is not healthy, as well as affect-
ing consumer behavior.

These ads cause people to take more
prescription drugs. They have the po-
tential to create an artificial demand
and thereby they can drive up health
care costs for everybody listening to
me as individuals, but also our overall
health care cost for the Nation.

I believe it has reached a point where
they—again, it can be very positive
with the health education—are need-
lessly and wastefully driving up health
care costs. Thus it is time for us to get
more information but also address the
issue.

Moreover, a lot of the direct-to-con-
sumer advertising is misleading. I
know, as people listen, you tend to be-
lieve, unfortunately, what you see on
TV and that can be dangerous in cer-
tain cases. This direct-to-consumer ad-
vertising can oversell hope, and people
want hope; it can oversell results; and
it can also undersell the risk. Every
drug has side effects. Every drug has a
side effect. We may not know all of the
side effects, but the idea of promoting
a drug without adequately enumer-
ating, spelling out, highlighting the
risk is wrong. Misleading advertising,
especially when we are barraged with
it, when that is all we see—a little bit
of hyperbole, on TV between shows, if
it is misleading, hurts patients and
definitely pressures doctors to overpre-
scribe or to change prescribing habits
in response to that request, that spe-
cific request from a patient.

So today I rise to urge all pharma-
ceutical companies to voluntarily re-
strict consumer drug advertising dur-
ing the first 2 years that a new drug is
on the market. Today I am also re-
questing a Government study into the
cost and into the consequences and any
potential benefits of direct-to-con-
sumer advertising. It is time for the
drug companies, I believe, when it
comes to direct-to-consumer adver-
tising, to clean up their act. If they do
not, I believe Congress will need to act
in this arena.

In its proper place, direct-to-con-
sumer drug advertising gives patients,
gives consumers, information. It em-
powers them to make decisions. It can
give them the information they need in
order to make informed decisions
about their health, about the advan-
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tages of a particular drug. It can in-
struct them and open their eyes to
symptoms they have that might be
very serious but they might not other-
wise go to see a doctor about. It can in-
form them about new therapies, the
breakthrough therapies that are so
powerful—made in large part because
of the research and development in our
private sector by our pharmaceutical
companies.

These are good things. These are the
good things that advertising can do,
that education can do, that knowledge
can do. Indeed, I envision a health care
system—and we are not yet there
today, but I think we are moving in
that direction, in part through legisla-
tion on the floor of the Senate, to move
to a system that is centered not on big
Government and not on us microman-
aging from the floor of the Senate
prices and decisions, but, no, move to-
ward a system that is patient centered.
We are moving toward a health care
system that centers on the individual
patient, that is provider friendly, and
that is driven by three things. Those
are knowledge or information that is
given the patient, the individual, the
opportunity to choose and make
choices for themselves, and to make
sure that patient is empowered, they
have resources to make those deci-
sions.

So if you are looking at a consumer-
driven, patient-centered health care
system, having timely information, ac-
curate information, complete informa-
tion, and balanced information has to
be one of the major pillars.

Direct consumer advertising can be
very helpful in that regard if that is
the purpose and if it meets those stand-
ards. I don’t think the advertising we
see today—and I base this on people
coming up to me all the time as a phy-
sician and policymaker—I don’t think
the advertising today meets those
standards. I will have more to say
about that issue.

With today’s advertising, perhaps
you are at a ball game with your fam-
ily, going to a movie or to dinner—ask
somebody about it—and today’s adver-
tising will likely leave parents having
to explain to their young children,
their 10-, 9-, 8-year-old, what erectile
dysfunction is rather than a discussion
of the importance of getting your blood
pressure checked to see if you have hy-
pertension so you will not have a
stroke or heart disease. That would be
useful information.

That is the problem. How did we get
to this point? Prior to the 1980s, drug
manufacturers almost always intro-
duced and explained their products to
physicians. Physicians had a body of
knowledge and the training to make an
assessment of whether, based on the in-
formation the drug companies gave
them, this would be an efficacious
drug, a useful drug to use, or whether
the side effects would be appropriate
for individual patients.

In 1981, just over 20 years ago, Boots
Pharmaceuticals ran the first U.S.
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print advertisement—just 24 years ago.
It was directed to consumers for the
ibuprofen product brufen. In 1980, print
advertising picked up. In the 1990s,
drug companies began to use more
print advertisements to promote their
products—again, directly to con-
sumers, not going through physicians—
and during that period they ran tele-
vision advertisements sparingly. Rare-
ly would consumers turn on the tele-
vision and actually see an advertise-
ment directed at the consumer on a
drug.

Looking back over the last 40 years
since 1962, the FDA has had a require-
ment—the FDA is the Government in-
stitution in charge of regulation and
oversight. Since 1962, the FDA has re-
quired ads to include a brief summary
of a drug’s side effects, indications for
use, the contraindications, the warn-
ings and precautions.

Regarding the massive changes we
are exposed to today, look back to the
Clinton administration in 1997 when
the disclosure rules for television ads
were liberalized. The door was opened.
That is not that long ago—3 years after
I formally left the practice of medicine
to come to the Senate. Rather than
providing a full picture of a drug’s risk
and benefits, the new laws required
only that drug companies disclose the
most significant risk and then refer pa-
tients to a secondary source of infor-
mation, leaving this whole inadequacy
of the risk and adverse effects on the
ad as presented.

As a direct result of this 1997 ruling,
spending on direct consumer adver-
tising skyrocketed 145 percent between
1997 and 2001. It passed the $1 billion
mark in 1997. It was almost non-
existent 7 years before that and sky-
rocketed to about $1 billion in 1997.
Then 4 years later, it kept sky-
rocketing and reached $2.7 billion. In-
deed, last year, the drug companies
spent over $4 billion advertising medi-
cations directly to consumers.

This 145 percent over that 4-year pe-
riod from 1997 to 2001 for direct con-
sumer advertising, reaching con-
sumers, should be compared to an in-
crease of only 59 percent for research
and development for drugs—clearly, a
heavy investment in direct consumer
advertising. Why? Because that adver-
tising increases utilization of that drug
and sells more drugs.

The Clinton administration at the
time they opened this door—under in-
tense pressure by the drug industry—
not only opened the door but opened
the door too widely, and our regulatory
body has not kept up with what has
come through that door. As a result,
the direct-to-consumer advertising ex-
ploded to levels that at least I did not
anticipate. As we watched this unfold
through the 1990s, I don’t think anyone
anticipated the level that we see when
we turn on the television today. That
drives up drug use, that drives up drug
spending, and, of course, that will drive
up the cost of health care generally.

In addition to all that, it has led to
inappropriate doctor-physician pre-
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scribing. We have to be careful because
until we really study it, we will not
know all effects. My doctor friends tell
me again and again, when a patient
comes in with a specific request for a
drug written down and the doctor has
30 or 40 patients waiting outside, it is
almost easier—I am embarrassed to say
this—almost easier for a doctor to
write the prescription and give it to
them even though there may be a ge-
neric drug or a much less expensive
drug. The patient comes in and says: I
have to have this drug. This drug is
what I have in mind, the hope for the
cure for my disease.

This misallocation of resources and
inefficiency that results from inappro-
priate prescribing from the physician’s
standpoint is something we can rip out
of the system if we turn to a balance
between very good and direct-to-con-
sumer advertising, which includes pa-
tient education, but get rid of the inap-
propriate, imbalanced state we are in
today.

If we consider the recent labeling
changes in market withdrawals of just
one class of drugs, the nonsteroidal
anti-inflammatory, it tells a story.
These drugs were the most heavily ad-
vertised in America. They were used by
millions and millions of patients. Mil-
lions of patients benefited, I should
say, from these drugs, but many people
today believe—looking back at what
happened in response to the adver-
tising—that they were overprescribed.

In the case of one drug people have
heard a lot about, Vioxx, 93 million
prescriptions had been written since its
approval in May 1999. Millions of pre-
scriptions were also written for similar
drugs such as Celebrex and Bextra. In
the case of Vioxx, indeed, it was a bet-
ter drug. It did prove to be better than
competing products for patients who
had gastrointestinal problems or stom-
ach problems. America did conduct
postmarket research that was not re-
quired by the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration. Of course, we cannot foresee
every risk. It does take time to accu-

mulate information to fully assess
risk.
Quite simply, we should always

strive to make safety the top concern,
not selling the most drugs through in-
creasing utilization, through adver-
tising, but ultimately to make safety
our top concern, especially for newly
approved products that are used for the
very first time in millions and millions
of patients. It takes time for the ad-
verse reactions and side effects to be
fully explored and to fully surface.
Doctors should have more time to use
the drugs to gain experience with
them, to collect more balanced infor-
mation, and to be able to weigh the
risks and benefits of a product.

In a 2002 report on the practice, the
Government Accountability Office, the
GAO, highlighted two studies. The last
time it has been studied—and that is
why I want to study it now, because we
have had this explosion—but in the two
studies they highlighted in 2002, the
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last report, each showed a 10-percent
increase in direct-to-consumer spend-
ing within a drug class increased sales
in that class by 1 percent. For one pop-
ular, very heavily advertised prescrip-
tion drug, $1 of consumer advertising
translated into $4 in increased sales—$1
dollar in advertising, $4 in sales. So we
see the motivation from the drug com-
panies in advertising particular drugs.
It is no wonder the drug companies are
flooding our airwaves today.

The GAO findings in that 2002 report
were clear: Increased direct-to-con-
sumer advertising has helped fuel esca-
lating drug costs. These drug costs, as
we know, are skyrocketing. In 2003,
Americans consumed 134 billion pre-
scription pills and spent over $216 bil-
lion on prescription drugs. That is as
much as Americans spent on gasoline
and oil. During the past few years, drug
costs have gone up more than twice as
fast as inflation, faster than nearly all
other health care items and services.

Congress has paid attention to these
skyrocketing, escalating drug costs,
and we have acted on the 2003 Medicare
Modernization Act. We took major
steps toward providing more affordable
prescription drugs. I add the ‘“‘more af-
fordable’ because we did a number of
things.

First and foremost, recognizing the
importance of prescription drugs, cen-
trality of prescription drugs to health
care delivery today, we provided sen-
iors with an outpatient prescription
drug benefit under the Medicare Pro-
gram for the first time in history—
something I feel strongly about, some-
thing I am very excited about as we
look over the next year, couple of
years, where implementation begins.
We also established health savings ac-
counts that allow individuals to own
and take care of their own health care.
We reformed patent laws and closed
loopholes to help speed lower cost ge-
neric drugs to market and set stand-
ards to encourage more efficient elec-
tronic prescribing and improved pa-
tient safety. We provided funds to the
Department of Health and Human
Services to study the clinical compara-
tive effectiveness of drugs and then
take that information and share it
with patients, to share it with con-
sumers so they can make prudent deci-
sions.

We have taken some good steps,
moved in the right direction, but we
clearly have a lot more to do. Part of
this effort, and the reason I bring it to
the Senate today, is a responsibility we
have to look at prescription drug ad-
vertising. Unbalanced and misleading
prescription drug advertising hurts the
American people. We will look at it. It
adds tension to the relationship be-
tween doctors and patients, the physi-
cian-patient relationship. It can lead to
inappropriate prescribing, and it can
overwhelm our current regulatory sys-
tem.

As consumers, we are all familiar
with these ads. They adorn major mag-
azines, Web sites, newspapers, and
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flood the airwaves. Particularly on tel-
evision, they present upbeat images, a
parade of images that bring hope and
beauty with these positive images, but
often the warning and the cautions are
in either fine print or as an after-
thought. As I mentioned earlier, think
how many parents have found them-
selves watching a sporting event with
their son or daughter, only to be as-
saulted by an ad for erectile dysfunc-
tion.

Think back to advertising during
this year’s Super Bowl, the nature of
those ads and the focus of those ads.
Only rarely do these ads provide con-
sumers with enough time to absorb the
risk information. In a 2002 FDA study,
nearly 60 percent of patients reported
drug advertisements did not provide
enough risk information. In that study,
58 percent of patients felt these ads
portrayed products as better than they
are. In another 2002 FDA survey, 75 per-
cent of physicians said ads led patients
to overestimate the efficacy of the
drugs, and 65 percent of physicians
noted that patients confused the risk
and benefits of drugs advertised to con-
sumers.

What this means is sometimes a pa-
tient may request a drug, even insist
upon a drug, even if it does more harm
than good. They may too heavily rely
on a pill when an overall lifestyle
change might be more appropriate.
They may come in and demand the lat-
est, most expensive medication when
an old standby could do just as well.

Patients seeing the ads place new de-
mands on their doctors. As I men-
tioned, when my medical colleagues
are pressed for time, they tend to re-
spond with the easy way of responding
to a specific demand—even if it might
not be either the most cost-effective or
efficacious drug.

Thinking of one example, after one
year of directly advertising the bone-
mass-increasing drug Fosamax to con-
sumers, physician visits for
osteoporosis evaluation nearly doubled.
That in some ways may be good be-
cause it shows the double-edged sword
in that people go to the doctor and
they ask appropriate questions. But
then you have to ask the question: Did
these ads provide the patients with the
appropriate information to go see that
doctor for the appropriate information
on the side effects of that particular
drug?

An interesting study from the Uni-
versity of California-Davis was where
the researchers sent actors in good
health to 152 doctors’ offices in three
cities to find out if they could get pre-
scriptions for simulated symptoms.
Half of the actors imitated patients
suffering depression. The other half ex-
pressed symptoms of stress and fatigue.

The study found that if an actor re-
quested Paxil, which is a heavily pro-
moted antidepressant, he was five
times as likely to walk out of the doc-
tor’s office with a prescription for the
drug. The research suggested that di-
rect-to-consumer advertising increases
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patient demand for specific medica-
tions, even in situations where pre-
scriptions are not needed.

Finally, we need to ask questions
about how we regulate this drug adver-
tising. Right now, the Food and Drug
Administration simply has neither the
resources to scrutinize direct-to-con-
sumer advertisements nor the power to
review them for accuracy before they
are viewed by the public. In 2002, the
FDA received over 137,000 pieces of pro-
motional material for review. Some of
these materials appeared on the air-
waves or in print even before they ar-
rived at the office of the FDA.

The entire division responsible for
this oversight consists of 40 employ-
ees—just 40 employees—who have to re-
view almost 40,000 complex, medically
sensitive advertisements. It is not
enough. The FDA knows it is not
enough. We have not given them
enough resources.

Two years ago, Dr. Janet Woodcock,
then the FDA’s Acting Deputy Com-
missioner for Operations, told the Sen-
ate Committee on Aging:

It would be impossible for the FDA to try
to track the number of different broadcast
advertisements that are aired.

Almost unbelievable to me is the fact
that the FDA review comes after the
fact. It cannot require drug companies
to submit their advertisements before
they appear on the airwaves or on the
Internet or in print. The FDA simply
cannot keep up.

Our failure, our Government’s fail-
ure, to appropriately regulate drug ad-
vertising hurts the very people I be-
lieve the drugs are intended to help,
and that is the patients. We are not
serving the American people as well as
we should.

Mr. President, 2 weeks ago, the phar-
maceutical company Bristol-Myers
Squibb announced a voluntary ban on
advertising its new drugs to consumers
in their first year on the market. The
company said it wanted to give doctors
more time to understand new products
before patients start asking for them. I
think this shows leadership. It shows
responsibility. Bristol-Myers is setting
an example in showing restraint in the
industry.

I know PhRMA—that is the drug in-
dustry’s trade association—has an-
nounced it will adopt an industrywide
voluntary code governing direct-to-
consumer advertising next month—an-
other good move.

Mr. President, what should we do? I
believe, at a minimum, the pharma-
ceutical industry should include a vol-
untary restriction on the direct-to-con-
sumer advertising of prescription drugs
in their first 2 years on the market.
This restraint is important because a
typical clinical trial for a drug in-
cludes about 5,000 patients. A block-
buster drug can attract as many as a
million patients in the first year on the
market. But since no drug is free of a
side effect, we may not fully know
what those side effects are. Doctors
and patients need time to learn about

July 1, 2005

the new treatments to be able to assess
their benefits and find out more about
the risk. Education should come before
persuasion. Patient safety should be
paramount, not the bottom line.

So what should we do? Three things.

First, we should give the FDA prior
review and approval authority for all
direct-to-consumer drug advertising.
By the time the FDA reprimands a
company for running a misleading drug
commercial, that advertisement may
have already deceived consumers. Ad-
vertising should boldly and responsibly
address safety head on, replacing the
upbeat fantasyland images with a
frank discussion of a product’s risks
and benefits.

Second, we should increase resources
devoted to reviewing advertising, to de-
termine the advertisement’s accuracy
and to ensure all standards are met.

The FDA must have the resources,
must have the capability to more thor-
oughly monitor drug advertising and
make sure that companies fully com-
ply with the advertising guidelines.

The American people assume this is
being done today when they see those
ads, and it is not. A staff of 40 is simply
not sufficient.

And third, we should give doctors and
patients greater access to clinical data
and postmarketing surveillance efforts
about drugs after they become avail-
able.

For the drug industry, which has
long touted the educational benefits of
its advertising and of its mission, it
has to know that the success of their
mission inherently depends upon the
quality of information they give to
physicians and patients—not just the
enticing images, but the quality of in-
formation.

Mr. President, in closing, as a doctor
who has witnessed both the good but
also the bad in this explosion of drug
advertising direct to the consumer, I
feel I have a responsibility to watch
this issue closely. If the pharma-
ceutical industry’s voluntary restric-
tions are not strong enough, I will sup-
port congressional action to make sure
consumers get the protection they de-
serve.

In the meantime, today, I am asking
the Government Accountability Office,
the GAO, to investigate FDA’s over-
sight of prescription drug advertising,
the pharmaceutical industry’s spending
on such advertising, and this
advertising’s impact on utilization,
health care spending, and patient edu-
cation and awareness.

Wherever I go—whether it is to meet
with a group of doctors at a medical
meeting at the Harvard Medical School
or back at the University of Tennessee
or at the Coca-Cola 600 in Charlotte—
people come to me and say the direct-
to-consumer advertising has gone over-
board.

We have to return balance. I believe
we can and we should move into a
health care system that is centered on
the patient, where they have appro-
priate information to make decisions—
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a consumer-driven, provider-friendly,
patient-centered system.

I know my colleagues share these or
similar priorities. I believe the steps I
have proposed today will be to the ben-
efit of patients. It will save money. It
will save lives. Prescription drugs, I be-
lieve, are the most powerful tools in
American medicine today. We really
could not and should not do without
them. But we have to use them and
market them and promote them with
care.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

——
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

————
MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business, with Senators
permitted to speak for up to 10 minutes
each.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

—————

RETIREMENT OF JUSTICE SANDRA
DAY O’CONNOR

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise to
pay tribute to a truly distinguished
American—U.S. Supreme Court Justice
Sandra Day O’Connor, who announced
her retirement earlier this morning.

The current group of nine Justices,
including Justice O’Connor, rep-
resented the longest serving Supreme
Court since the 1820s.

Today marks a great loss for Amer-
ica. But it is also a day to reflect on all
that we have gained because of Justice
O’Connor’s service to our country.

For nearly 23 years, Justice O’Connor
lent America her brilliant mind and
her fair and impartial judgment.

Sandra Day O’Connor, who turned 75
this year, was born in El Paso, TX.

The daughter of Harry and Ada Mae,
she was raised on her family’s cattle
ranch, in southeastern Arizona.

Sandra Day O’Connor began her aca-
demic journey at Stanford University.

Upon earning a bachelor’s degree in
economics and graduating magna cum
laude, she stayed on at Stanford, pur-
suing an education in law.

And at Stanford she thrived. She
earned a coveted position on the Law
Review’s Board of Editors and com-
pleted law school in only 2 years. Not
only did she graduate in record time,
but she finished third in her class.
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Coincidentally, she finished with a
man who would later become her col-
league on the highest Court in the
land—Chief Justice William H.
Rehnquist.

It was during law school that Sandra
Day O’Connor met her future husband,
John Jay O’Connor.

Seeking her first job as a young, fe-
male attorney, Sandra Day O’Connor
faced many challenges in a male-domi-
nated law profession.

After having difficulty finding a job
in the private sector, she began her
legal career as Deputy County Attor-
ney of San Mateo, CA.

When her husband was drafted into
the JAG Corps in 1953, the young cou-
ple moved to Frankfurt, Germany,
where she worked as a civilian attor-
ney for the U.S. Army.

After 2 years in Europe, Sandra Day
O’Connor returned to Maryvale, AZ,
where she experienced difficulty find-
ing employment in the legal world. As
a result, she decided to start her own
legal practice.

After practicing law for 2 years, San-
dra Day O’Connor took a break from
her career to start a family. She and
her husband raised three sons—Scott,
Brian, and Jay. I must say, as a father
of three sons, this may be her greatest
accomplishment—certainly, one of the
most challenging.

In 1965, Sandra Day O’Connor
transitioned from the private sector, to
the public, when she became Arizona’s
Assistant Attorney General.

In this capacity, she served for 4
years before being appointed to fill an
unexpired seat in the Arizona State
Senate. Her constituents agreed it was
a good match—as they elected her
twice more.

In the Arizona Senate she rose to the
highest level, becoming majority lead-
er and the first woman ever to hold
such an office in the United States.

As majority leader of this body, I un-
derstand the challenges and rewards of
being leader and admire Justice O’Con-
nor for her tremendous achievement.

In 1975, Sandra Day O’Connor was
elected, judge of the Maricopa County
Superior Court and served until 1979,
when she was appointed to the appel-
late bench in Arizona.

There she served, until late President
Ronald Reagan appointed her Associate
Justice to the Supreme Court.

On September, 21, 1981, the Senate
unanimously confirmed her nomina-
tion to the Supreme Court. And that
day, Sandra Day O’Connor made his-
tory. She became the first female Jus-
tice in the Court’s history.

This bl-year-old Arizona-Court of Ap-
peals judge shattered the 190-year-long
tradition on the High Court of address-
ing Justices: “Mr. Justice.”

When asked for her reaction to her
nomination, Sandra Day O’Connor
said:

I can only say that I will approach [my
work on the bench] with care and effort and
do the best job I possibly can do.

Most would agree that she has done
just that.
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Since 1981, Justice Sandra Day
O’Connor has served with distinction
on the U.S. Supreme Court. She has
served as an example to all Ameri-
cans—demonstrating that through per-
sistence and hard work anything is
possible.

In the face of obstacles—including
being a woman in a male-dominated
law profession—she never surrendered
her determination nor did she sur-
render her Southwestern pride and love
of the outdoors when she moved to the
city. Rather, she brought it with her.

Anyone who has entered the inner
confines of Justice O’Connor’s Supreme
Court office is familiar with a sign that
reads ‘‘Cowgirl Parking Only: All Oth-
ers will be Towed.”

Fiercely proud of her heritage, Jus-
tice O’Connor and her brother, H. Alan
Day, authored a best selling memoir
“entitled Lazy B: Growing up on a Cat-
tle Ranch in the American Southwest.”

Having grown up in the South—in
Nashville, TN—I appreciate Justice
O’Connor’s pride in her roots. She has
not forgotten where she came from.

The values she learned through life
on the range were values that left their
brand mark. Indeed, hard work, self-re-
liance, and survival are the core values
that make Sandra Day O’Connor the
successful woman she is today.

As she writes in her memoir, working
alongside cowboys on the Lazy B, she
learned a system of values that was
“simple and unsophisticated and the
product of necessity.”

Throughout her tenure on the Court,
she has not wavered from her well-
grounded views.

I've had the privilege of meeting Jus-
tice O’Connor on various occasions dur-
ing my time in the United States Sen-
ate.

BEach time that I've had the oppor-
tunity to interact with her, I’ve found
her to be thoughtful, kind, and extraor-
dinarily intelligent.

To echo the words of Ronald Reagan
on the day he appointed Sandra Day
O’Connor:

She is truly a ‘‘person for all seasons,” pos-
sessing those unique qualities of tempera-
ment, fairness, intellectual capacity and de-
votion to the public good which have charac-
terized the 101 ‘“‘brethren’ who have preceded
her.

Today, more than 23 years later,
President Reagan’s words still ring
true.

When she took the oath of office as
the 102nd Associate Justice, she
pledged to uphold the Constitution,
and since this time, Justice O’Connor
has proven her steadfast commitment
to uphold the Constitution.

During her confirmation hearing, she
emphasized that the court’s role was to
interpret the law and not to make pub-
lic policy.

Her record demonstrates that she has
lived up to that commitment, respect-
ing the rule of law and judiciously in-
terpreting the Constitution.

Often cited as the ‘‘swing vote’” on
many important cases, Sandra Day
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O’Connor has taken exception to that
characterization, stating that ‘‘if my
vote has not been a hundred percent
predictable, that’s because I try to
look at each one as it comes to us.”

Sandra Day O’Connor is an inde-
pendent thinker and has made great
contributions in many substantive
areas of the law.

On the bench, she has not allowed the
pressures of popular opinion to sway
her decisions. Rather, she has consist-
ently decided each case before her
based on the underlying facts.

Despite being the first woman to
serve on the high Court, Justice O’Con-
nor has not used this position to influ-
ence decisions of the majority. She
once said:

The power I exert on the court depends on
the power of my arguments, not my gender.

Her wisdom, intellect, and humility
have earned her deep respect from her
colleagues, even those with opposing
judicial philosophies.

For they see that she embodies all
the ideal qualities in a judge—fair, im-
partial, and open-minded.

Through her experiences, Justice
O’Connor has brought a unique per-
spective and understanding of checks
and balances to the Court.

A true public servant—Sandra Day
O’Connor has served our Nation for al-
most four decades: As an Arizona State
Senator and majority leader, State
court judge, assistant State attorney
general, and in the capacity for which
she will long be remembered, as an As-
sociate Justice on the Supreme Court.

Throughout her life, Justice O’Con-
nor has displayed her civic loyalties
through her participation in various
community organizations including the
boards of the Smithsonian Institution,
the Heard Museum, and the Salvation
Army.

She was recognized for her service in
1995, when she was inducted into the
National Women’s Hall of Fame.

Sandra Day O’Connor has accom-
plished more in a lifetime than many
would imagine possible.

Yet, throughout that breathtaking
journey to the top, she never lost sight
of her humble roots, and never lost
sight of the people she served.

As she told a reporter in a 1996 inter-
view that she never expected or aspired
to be a justice, and still considers her-
self ‘‘just a cowgirl from Arizona.”

While the ‘‘cowgirl from Arizona”
may never have dreamed of riding to
the highest court in the land, America
is fortunate that she did.

A Dbrilliant jurist, a bright legal
mind, and a compassionate woman—
she has earned her place in history for
more reasons than one.

I am sure that Justice O’Connor is
looking forward to spending time with
her husband, John, and their family
during her retirement.

And Karyn and I wish her and her
family much joy and happiness in this
new chapter of life.

On behalf of the entire United States
Senate and a grateful Nation, I com-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

mend Justice Sandra Day O’Connor for
a lifetime of distinguished service to
our great Nation.

As the Senate moves forward to con-
firm a new nominee for the high Court,
it’s important that we remember her
legacy.

America needs judges who are fair,
independent, unbiased and committed
to equal justice under the law. I am
confident that the President will select
a qualified replacement justice who
embodies these qualities.

And I look forward to working with
my colleagues to ensure a fair con-
firmation process in the Senate that
will ensure the Supreme Court is at
full strength to start its next term in
October.

I yield the floor.

——
SENATE ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, before we
leave for the Fourth of July recess, I
want to congratulate my colleagues for
their hard work and focus over the past
6 months. We have worked hard to de-
liver meaningful solutions for the
American people, and we have suc-
ceeded.

From lawsuit reform to trade and en-
ergy policy, we have tackled a number
of key issues that will make America
stronger, more prosperous and more se-
cure.

We also confirmed six new members
of the President’s administration, in-
cluding Secretary Condoleezza Rice,

Homeland Security Chief Michael
Chertoff, Attorney General Alberto
Gonzales, Trade Representative Rob

Portman, EPA Administrator Stephen
L. Johnson, and the first ever National
Intelligence Director, John
Negroponte.

As I reflect on the goals set out in
January, we took on big and urgent
challenges. And our actions have trans-
lated into solutions. Together we are
moving America forward.

When we began the 109th Congress 6
months ago, America faced a number of
structural problems threatening our
safety, prosperity, and freedom.

America was drowning in lawsuit
abuse. Our highways and ports were
falling into disrepair. We were hitting
our 10th year with no energy plan and
becoming ever more dependent on for-
eign oil. Partisan obstruction was tear-
ing apart the confirmation process. Our
troops in the field needed our support.
And over the Christmas holiday, a tsu-
nami disaster devastated Southeast
Asia.

We needed to take bold action, so I
laid out a plan.

We began by passing the 5th fastest
budget in Senate history. That allowed
us to move on to the issues starting
with class action. Frivolous lawsuits
were so out of control that litigation in
America had become the most expen-
sive in the world. In 2003, the tort sys-
tem cost an incredible $246 billion—
more than the total economic output
of my home State of Tennessee.
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Frivolous filings dull our competitive
edge, clog up state courts, waste tax-
payer dollars, and lead to outrageous
settlements that award trial attorneys
multimillion-dollar fees while their cli-
ents get pennies.

Reform was long overdue. So we
pulled together and finally passed a
comprehensive class action reform bill
with nearly three-quarters of the Sen-
ate voting in favor. One week later, the
bill was signed into law. And we deliv-
ered to America a victory for fairness.

With this success at our backs, we
turned to bankruptcy abuse.

Bankruptcy reform had long been in
the works. Similar bills had passed the
105th, 106th and 107th Congresses. In
this Congress, we passed the most
sweeping overhaul of bankruptcy law
in 25 years to restore fairness, integ-
rity and personal responsibility to the
system. And like class action, the
bankruptcy bill passed with broad, bi-
partisan support.

I thank my colleagues for finally get-
ting these reforms through. It was not
easy. A rich and powerful constituency
had a lot to lose from reform. But com-
mon sense prevailed and we were able
to return fairness to the system.

There is still much to do to curb the
lawsuit culture: asbestos, gun liability,
and medical malpractice. But I am
hopeful that the bipartisan spirit that
carried us this far will continue to
push us across the finish line.

The highway bill was another area
where we were able to come together
and keep America moving forward.

The highway bill was the result of a
long, bipartisan process. It was based
on more than 3 years of work, over a
dozen hearings, testimony from more
that 100 witnesses, and countless hours
of negotiation. It was supported by a
deep and broad coalition—from State
and local highway authorities to na-
tional safety advocates.

As every commuter knows, America’s
roads have become choked with traffic.
In many American cities, rush hour
now lasts all day long.

Worse yet, car crashes are the No. 1
cause of death for every age from 3 to
33. Last year, nearly 43,000 people died
in car accidents.

Transportation Secretary Norm Mi-
neta rightly observed that, “If this
many people were to die from any one
disease in a single year, Americans
would demand a vaccine.”

This year, we were able to provide re-
lief. By a vote of 89 to 11, we passed the
long overdue SAFETEA bill. As com-
munities improve their roads and
ports, America’s drivers will face less
time sitting in traffic, burning up time
and gas.

Which brings me to energy. Like the
highway bill and lawsuit abuse reform,
energy policy had languished for
years—in this case, for over a decade.

While Congress dithered, oil prices
soared.

Likewise, instead of the lowest nat-
ural gas prices in the industrialized
world, we have the highest.
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And because of high natural gas
prices, manufacturing and chemical
jobs have been steadily moving over-
seas. Farmers are taking a pay cut.
Consumers are paying too much to
heat and cool their homes. Commu-
nities across the country are suffering.
And as many as 2.7 million manufac-
turing jobs have been lost because of
soaring prices.

All the while, we have grown dan-
gerously reliant on foreign sources of
energy. And some of those foreign
sources do not have America’s best in-
terests at heart.

With all of this as a backdrop, we
were finally able, this week, to pass a
comprehensive Energy bill. It took 10
years, but we made it. And I am hope-
ful that, soon, we will be able to deliver
to the American people an energy plan
the makes America safer and more se-
cure.

Another area where we simulta-
neously strengthened America’s na-
tional and economic security was with
the passage of the Central American
Free Trade Agreement last night.

The agreement, which President
Bush signed in May of 2004, will elimi-
nate most trade barriers between the
United States, Costa Rica, El Salvador,
Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, and
the Dominican Republican.

CAFTA will open the doors to 44 mil-
lion new consumers of American goods.
And more sales to Central America
mean more jobs here at home.

It also means a more shared values.

Twenty years ago, only two of the
CAFTA nations were established de-
mocracies—Costa Rica and the United
States. Today, all seven can be counted
among the free nations of the world.

By linking their economies with
democratic capitalism, CAFTA will
help gird these nations against the
threats posed in the neighborhood,
mainly Venezuela and Cuba. It will
strengthen their democracies and pro-
vide a model for freedom seekers
around the world.

Which brings me to our outstanding
work on the world stage. In April, by a
near unanimous vote, we passed the
emergency defense and war supple-
mental and Tsunami relief.

On the morning of December 26th,
the world woke up to the terrible tsu-
nami disaster in Southeast Asia.

Deep in the Indian Ocean, an enor-
mous earthquake, estimated at a mag-
nitude of 9.0 on the Richter scale—pos-
sibly one of the most powerful earth-
quakes in history—caused a dev-
astating tsunami which killed over
155,000 people, seriously injured half a
million, and displaced as many as 5
million from their demolished homes.

Thousands of people were literally
washed out to sea as the enormous wall
of water traveling at speeds of up to 500
miles per hour in the open ocean
struck the coasts of the Indian Ocean
rim. As the waves receded, they took
with them whole towns and villages.

In the face of this terrible tragedy,
America took swift action.
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We immediately dispatched military
ships, planes and helicopters to deliver
aid. Twelve thousand of our men and
women in uniform worked around the
clock to reach survivors. And Ameri-
cans here at home, moved by the ter-
rible images and stories, gave millions
out of their own pockets to help.

I had the opportunity to travel to the
region with Senator LANDRIEU to sur-
vey the damage and meet with local
doctors and government officials. We
learned that it will take years for the
region to recover. Many families never
will.

The legislation we passed in April
provides an additional $880 million to
help the victims recover and rebuild.
The tsunami story may no longer be
grabbing headlines, but America is still
hard at work doing its part.

We are still also hard at work fight-
ing the war on terror. And the emer-
gency defense bill provides $75.9 billion
in support for our brave soldiers in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq hunting down the
enemy, helping to rebuild and spread
freedom and democracy.

As the President reminded the Na-
tion this week, we are engaged in an
epic struggle. The terrorists and insur-
gents want to deny the Iraqi people the
freedoms that are the right of all man-
kind.

They want democracy in Iraq to fail,
so that they can seize power and spread
their poison.

But they will not succeed. We will
win this war. But to do so, we must
continue to stand together, united in
support of our troops and in support of
our values. The terrorists are no match
for the will of the American people.
And as Senators, we have no higher
duty than to protect our fellow citi-
zens’ safety and well being.

The past 6 months were not without
their tense and dramatic moments in
the Senate—none were more dramatic
than the battle to confirm the Presi-
dent’s judicial nominees.

We appear to have begun to repair
the confirmation process and restore
dignity, fairness, and respect to our de-
bates.

As we said all along, each of these
candidates was amply qualified, and
enjoyed the majority support of the
Senate. Each would be confirmed if
brought to the Senate floor. And each
of them were: Priscilla Owen, Janice
Rodgers Brown, William Pryor, Rich-
ard Griffin, David McKeague, and Tom
Griffith were all confirmed to the Fed-
eral bench.

Unfortunately, in the process, they
had to endure continuous, unfair at-
tacks on their character. Some of the
nominees in the last Congress found
the process so painful, they dropped
out rather than continue on.

It is no wonder that we now hear re-
ports that smart, qualified judges do
not want to be considered for confirma-
tion to the Federal bench. They have
concluded that Washington is no place
to risk your reputation—you may
never get it back.
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Unfortunately, we see this now with
the nomination of John Bolton to the
United Nations.

I have listened to my Democrat col-
leagues and heard their requests. I
have no choice but to conclude that
some on the other side are engaged in
plain, partisan obstruction.

John Bolton has a long record of suc-
cessfully serving his country. He has
been confirmed by the Senate no less
than four times.

I have been more than willing to try
to reach a fair accommodation with
the various requests, but the goalposts
keep moving.

This is a critical time for the United
States and for the world. Because of
the President’s vision and commit-
ment, democracy is on the march
around the globe. And with sensible re-
form, the United Nations can and
should be vital in advancing these de-
velopments. But we need to get a U.N.
ambassador in place to make that
change happen.

We have before us a smart, prin-
cipled, and straightforward candidate
who will effectively articulate the
President’s policies on the world stage.

We were assured that the partisan
obstruction would stop. But as we see
with the John Bolton nomination here
we are again. I urge my colleagues to
do what is right for the country, to set
aside partisanship and let the Senate
do its work, vote up or down, yes or no.

We have much to do when we get
back. It will be a busy month. I look
forward to getting down to business
and passing more legislation, like the
Genetic Non-Discrimination Act we
passed in February, that makes Amer-
ica more secure.

I thank my colleagues for their hard
work. I wish them a safe, productive
and energizing holiday recess.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that at the
conclusion of my very brief remarks
about the retirement of Justice O’Con-
nor, Senator VOINOVICH be recognized
for up to 15 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. STEVENS. May I inquire, does
the Senator from Ohio intend to speak
about Justice O’Connor?

Mr. VOINOVICH. I do not.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, would
the Senator mind if I made a short
statement about Justice O’Connor be-
fore he speaks?

Mr. VOINOVICH. I have been here
since 10 minutes to 10 waiting to give a
speech. I have a schedule today. I
would like to have my time.

Mr. STEVENS. Very well.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to briefly celebrate the serv-
ice of Justice Sandra Day O’Connor. I
met Justice O’Connor through my wife,
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Labor Secretary Elaine Chao. Justice
O’Connor swore her in for two of the
positions she has held in the Federal
Government, as chairman of the Fed-
eral Maritime Commission and, also,
most recently, as Secretary of Labor.
Through Secretary Chao, I have seen
her on several occasions socially. I
must say that she is an extraordinary
individual. During her time on the
Court, Justice O’Connor has proven
herself to be a brilliant jurist and a
strong defender of the Constitution.
She is known for her fairness and her
desire to seek practical solutions for
even the most difficult decisions upon
which the Court had to rule.

Justice O’Connor has proved to be an
independent thinker and a vigorous
questioner, narrowing in on precise
legal issues with laser-like precision
from the bench. She has lived up to the
promise to respect the Constitution
and to interpret the law judiciously,
seeking the narrowest reach possible
for the Court’s rulings. Justice O’Con-
nor is known for approaching each case
individually, seeking to arrive at prac-
tical conclusions.

Justice O’Connor has been a great ad-
vocate for the Court. She has traveled
the globe, speaking to thousands of
students, lawyers, foreign dignitaries,
and others on the judiciary, the Con-
stitution, and the law. Justice O’Con-
nor’s love of this Nation, its judicial
process, and the law is widely known.

In her most recent book, ‘‘Majesty of
the Law, Reflections of a Supreme
Court Justice,” she insightfully de-
scribes the institution of the Court, its
history, customs, and some of its most
able members. Certainly, we will all
agree that Justice O’Connor will long
be remembered as one of the most dis-
tinguished persons ever to serve on the
High Court. We wish her very well in
her retirement.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senator from Ohio is recognized for 15
minutes.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
just found out that Sandra Day O’Con-
nor has resigned from the Supreme
Court. I think regardless of what our
political persuasion is or our ideology,
we all respect her for living up to her
oath of office in that her presence on
the Supreme Court is going to be
missed by this country.

———

NOMINATION OF JOHN BOLTON

Mr. VOINOVICH. This is the third
time I have come to the Senate floor to
speak about the nomination of John
Bolton to be the next ambassador to
the United Nations. It is particularly
apropos because the Senate is on the
eve of going into the Fourth of July re-
cess. The record before the Senate doc-
uments the allegations related to Mr.
Bolton’s lack of interpersonal skills
and management style, the pattern of
intimidation with intelligence ana-
lysts, and the allegations that Mr.
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Bolton had a habit of cherrypicking in-
telligence to suit his perception of the
world and his ideology.

The record has also documented Mr.
Bolton’s tendency to stray off message
in a manner that could harm U.S. in-
terests and his need for supervision
from higher authorities to prevent him
from hurting U.S. objectives. The
record documents the fact that I was
given assurances by the Secretary of
State, Condoleezza Rice, that Mr.
Bolton would be supervised closely in
his new position at the U.N. Because of
these concerns—and according to other
Members of the Senate, they were
given the same assurances—the ques-
tion we all have to ask is, Why would
we send someone to the United Nations
who needs supervision?

I did not come to the floor today to
repeat the record, although these
issues are very important to our deci-
sion to confirm Mr. Bolton as our next
ambassador to the United Nations. I
came to the floor to talk about why
this nomination is particularly unique
and why it is particularly important at
this time in history that we send the
right candidate to the United Nations.

The nominee that we send to the U.N.
to be the face of the United States to
the world community must be able to
advance our objectives through diplo-
macy and improve the world’s opinion
of the United States at this critical
time. America’s image is in trouble.
World opinion is increasingly negative
when it comes to the United States. It
is not limited to Muslim countries.
Polls of traditional allies and nonallies
reveal a dangerous rise in negative
opinion since the beginning of the con-
flict in Iraq. The Associated Press re-
ported that the popularity of the
United States in many countries, in-
cluding many in Europe, is lagging be-
hind even Communist China.

According to the Pew Research Cen-
ter for the People and the Press, about
two-thirds of Britain, 65 percent, saw
China favorably compared with 55 per-
cent who held a positive view of the
United States. It is easy to understand
why our friend, British Prime Minister
Tony Blair, lost 30 seats in the Par-
liament.

The 9/11 Commission made this point
in its report that negative opinions of
the United States have a serious im-
pact on U.S. national security objec-
tives. The report stated that winning
hearts and minds through public diplo-
macy is just as critical to the war on
terrorism as other tools, such as mili-
tary assets and intelligence. I know I
am not the only American who is dis-
turbed by these numbers. The allega-
tions and the criticism do not reflect
the facts and are in no way fair to the
United States of America. Our country
is a decent, generous country that has
sacrificed a great deal for our brothers
and sisters throughout the world. Our
men and women have sacrificed their
lives in many wars and peacekeeping
operations so that others could be free
from oppression and free to pursue hap-
piness.
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In Iraq, the deaths of over 1,700
Americans and the injuries borne by al-
most 13,000 Americans bear witness to
this sacrifice. But the fact is, we have
to do a better job of getting our mes-
sage out.

Our President, who made an out-
standing case for our need to stay the
course in Iraq the other night, has stat-
ed on a number of occasions that we
need to improve our public diplomacy,
and he has been very successful in
pushing forward that agenda in recent
months. As I mentioned before, the
President has nominated Karen Hughes
to head up his public diplomacy efforts
at the State Department, under-
standing that it is going to take a tal-
ented individual to get the job done. He
has also been very successful in
strengthening relationships with key
allies in the last several months.

The President has been very clear
about the importance of diplomacy in
dealing with the world and the most
pressing national security issues. Dur-
ing the President’s May 31 press con-
ference at the White House, just a
month ago, he stated:

The best way to solve any difficult situa-
tion is through diplomacy.

In response to questions about Iran,
the President stated that U.S. policy is
to let diplomacy work its way and to
solve the problem with diplomacy,
working with the EU-3, France, Great
Britain, and Germany.

In response to questions about North
Korea, the President said:

We want diplomacy to work.

Repeating:

We want diplomacy to be given a chance to
work.

And that is exactly the position of
the Government.

Based on these statements, there is
no doubt that U.S. national security
strategy is going to rely on diplomacy
for the months ahead, and our ambas-
sador to the United Nations must have
the ability to implement this Presi-
dential strategy.

I recently spoke with Comptroller
General David Walker who heads the
Government Accountability Office and
is an expert on change in governmental
organizations and how one achieves re-
form in a governmental organization.
He said that in order to be successful
on reform, you need someone who re-
spects the institution to be reformed
and who is respected by the institu-
tion.

In a March 2005 article in the Los An-
geles Times, it was reported that Mr.
Bolton was asked why he opposed offer-
ing incentives to North Korea to aban-
don its nuclear weapons program.

Mr. Bolton stated, ‘I don’t do car-
rots.”

Any competent diplomat knows you
need both a carrot and a stick to be
successful. One would assume by that
statement that Mr. Bolton’s mode of
diplomacy is solely through carrying a
big stick.

I will read a few quotes of many Mr.
Bolton has spoken over the years:
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There’s no such thing as the United Na-
tions.

If the U.N. Secretary Building in New York
lost 10 stories, it wouldn’t make a difference.

Not only do I not care about losing the
General Assembly vote, but actually see it as
a ‘‘make my day’’ outcome.

Most recently, in answering a ques-
tion from Juan Williams from National
Public Radio, Mr. Bolton said:

If I were redoing the Security Council
today, I'd have one permanent member be-
cause that’s the real reflection of the dis-
tribution of power in the world.

Mr. Williams queried:

And that one member
Bolton?

Mr. Bolton responded:

The United States.

This is not a man who is perceived to
respect the U.N. and who will be re-
spected by the institution if he goes
there.

The other issue that makes this nom-
ination particularly unique is the great
opportunity we have before us to re-
form the United Nations. This is not an
ordinary time in regard to the U.N.
The U.N. has serious problems that
need attention now. We all know about
the flaws in the oversight system and
the corruption related to the Oil for
Food Program.

There are also serious problems with
the general management of the U.N.,
the Commission on Human Rights, and
the standards of conduct for TU.N.
peacekeepers. All of these areas require
reform now.

The bipartisan U.S. task force, led by
Newt Gingrich and George Mitchell,
has issued a report detailing several
recommendations for reforming the
U.N. and calling for action.

The report notes that without a re-
newed and more effective United Na-
tions, the challenges to international
security, development, and general
well-being will be all the greater be-
cause, as the report states, ‘“‘an effec-
tive U.N. is in American interests.”

The opportunity to finally reform the
U.N. is even greater now because we
have the support of U.N. Secretary
General Kofi Annan. He finally gets it,
Mr. President.

In an article in Foreign Affairs Jour-
nal and in a recent article in the Wall
Street Journal, Kofi Annan stated,
“The desire for change is widespread,
not only in the U.S., but among many
member-states, and also many U.N.
staff.”

I ask unanimous consent that both of
these articles be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

UNITED WE STAND
(By Kofi A. Annan)

This Sunday marks the 60th anniversary of
the signing of the United Nations Charter in
1945. Debate about ‘‘reform’ of the U.N. has
been raging almost from that moment on.

This is bcause—especially but not only in
the United States—idealism and aspiration
for the U.N. have always outstripped its ac-
tual performance. For 60-years Americans—

would be, John
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conservative and liberal alike—have ex-
pected much from the U.N. Too often, we
have failed to meet those expectations.

In Washington, the debate now centers on
two documents which appeared last week:
the report of the bipartisan Task Force led
by former Speaker Newt Gingrich and former
Senator George Mitchell, and the Henry J.
Hyde United Nations Reform Act, adopted by
the House of Representatives.

There is considerable overlap between the
two prescriptions, as there is between both
and the reforms that I myself have pro-
posed—or, where they are within my power,
am already implementing. That is not sur-
prising. The desire for change is widespread,
not only in the U.S., but among many other
U.N. member-states, and also many U.N.
staff.

All of us want to make the U.N.’s manage-
ment more transparent and accountable, and
its oversight mechanisms stronger and more
independent.

All of us would like the General Assembly
to streamline its agenda and committee
structure, so that time and resources are de-
voted to the burning issues of the day, rather
than to implementing resolutions passed
yvears ago in a different political context.

All of us are eager to make the U.N.’s
human rights machinery more credible and
more authoritative, notably by replacing the
present Commission on Human Rights with a
Human Rights Council, whose members
would set an example by applying the stand-
ards they are charged to uphold.

All of us would like to see a Peacebuilding
Commission created within the U.N., to co-
ordinate and sustain the work of helping
countries make the transition from war to
peace—so that we do not repeat the dan-
gerous relapse into anarchy that we wit-
nessed in Afghanistan before 2001 and more
recently in Haiti, as will as several African
countries.

And all of us want to impose stricter
standards of conduct on U.N. peacekeeping
missions, especially to put an end to sexual
abuse and exploitation.

Those are some examples, among many. I
believe this convergence of expectations of-
fers us—perhaps for the first time in 60
yvears—a chance to bridge the gap between
aspiration and performance.

Where there are differences—not so much
between the U.N. and the U.S., but between
the Hyde Act and the other proposals on
offer—these relate essentially to two points:
the method to be used to make reform hap-
pen, and the global context which makes
U.N. reform so important.

For Mr. Hyde and his colleagues, reform
can only be brought about by threatening a
draconian and unilateral cut in the U.S. con-
tribution to the U.N. budget.

I believe that approach is profoundly mis-
taken and would, if adopted by the U.S. gov-
ernment as whole, prove disastrously coun-
terproductive. It would break the reformist
coalition between the U.S. and other mem-
ber-states whose collective pressure could
otherwise make these reforms happen.

The U.N. is an association of sovereign
states, which agreed, when they ratified the
Charter, to share the expenses of the Organi-
zation ‘‘as apportioned by the General As-
sembly.” The scale of assessment, which de-
termines the share borne by each member-
state, is renegotiated every six years; and
every year the General Assembly passes a
resolution—invariabaly supported by the
U.S.—enjoining all members to pay their
contributions promptly, in full and without
conditions.

The way to make changes or reforms,
therefore, is to negotiate agreement with
other member-states.

As the Gingrich-Mitchell task force put it,
“‘to be successful, American diplomacy must
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build a strong coalition including key mem-
ber-states from various regions and groups

. many of whom share America’s’ strong
desire to reform the United Nations into an
organization that works.”” Such a coalition
will not be built by one nation threatening
to cut its own contribution unilaterally.
Other states will not accept such a ‘‘big
stick’ approach.

Fortunately, the Hyde withholding pro-
posal is not backed by the administration, or
indeed by the task force.

Even more important, however, is the glob-
al context The U.N. does not exist in a vacu-
um, or for its own sake. It is a forum in
which all the world’s peoples can come to-
gether to find common solutions to their
common problems—and, when they so
choose, also an instrument with which to
pursue those solutions.

There are surely more shared global prob-
lems and threats today, or anyway not fewer,
than when the U.N. was founded.

Among the most worrying are the pro-
liferation of terrorist groups and weapons of
mass destruction, and the danger that the
latter will fall into the hands of the former.

Those are very serious threats to people in
rich and poor countries alike. The failure of
last month’s review conference on the Nu-
clear Non-Proliferation Treaty to address
them seems breathtakingly irresponsible. I
hope the world’s political leaders will now
take up the issue, with much greater ur-
gency.

To deal with such issues, we need, among
other things, a stronger and more represent-
ative Security Council.

But the threats that seem most immediate
to many people in poor countries are those of
poverty, disease, environmental degradation,
bad government, civil conflict, and in some
cases—Darfur inevitably springs to mind—
the use of rape, pillage and mass murder to
drive whole populations from their homes.

We can only make progress if we address
all these threats at once. No nation can rea-
sonably expect cooperation on the things
that matter to it most, unless it is prepared
in return to help others with their priorities.
And, as the U.N.’s own high-level reform
panel pointed out, the different kinds of
threats are closely interconnected. Neglect
and misgovernment in Afghanistan allowed
terrorists to find a haven. Chaos in Haiti
caused attempted mass migration to Florida.
And poor health systems in poor countries
may make it easier for a disease like avian
flu to spread spontaneously, or even to be
spread deliberately, from one continent to
another.

So development and security are con-
nected—and both in turn are linked to
human rights and the rule of law. The main
purpose of my ‘‘In Larger Freedom’ report
was to suggest things that can and should be
done, by all nations working together, to
achieve progress on all these fronts and to
make the U.N. a more effective instrument
for doing so.

Decisions can be taken this September,
when political leaders from all over the
world meet at U.N. Headquarters for the 2005
world summit. Over 170 have said they will
come, and President Bush is expected to be
among them.

The stakes for the U.S., and for the world,
could hardly be higher. The opportunity to
forge a common response to common threats
may not soon recur. It is in that context, and
for that reason, that a reformed and
strengthened U.N. is so badly needed.

“IN LARGER FREEDOM’: DECISION TIME AT
THE UN
(By Kofi Annan)
OUR SHARED VULNERABILITY

Ask a New York investment banker who
walks past Ground Zero every day on her
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way to work what today’s biggest threat is.
Then ask an illiterate 12-year-old orphan in
Malawi who lost his parents to AIDS. You
will get two very different answers. Invite an
Indonesian fisherman mourning the loss of
his entire family and the destruction of his
village from the recent, devastating tsunami
to tell you what he fears most. Then ask a
villager in Darfur, stalked by murderous mi-
litias and fearful of bombing raids. Their an-
swers, too, are likely to diverge.

Different perceptions of what is a threat
are often the biggest obstacles to inter-
national cooperation. But I believe that in
the twenty-first century they should not be
allowed to lead the world’s governments to
pursue very different priorities or to work at
cross-purposes. Today’s threats are deeply
interconnected, and they feed off of one an-
other. The misery of people caught in unre-
solved civil conflicts or of populations mired
in extreme poverty; for example, may in-
crease their attraction to terrorism. The
mass rape of women that occurs too often in
today’s conflicts makes the spread of HIV
and AIDS all the more likely.

In fact, all of us are vulnerable to what we
think of as dangers that threaten only other
people. Millions more of sub-Saharan Afri-
ca’s inhabitants would plunge below the pov-
erty line if a nuclear terrorist attack against
a financial center in the United States
caused a massive downturn in the global
economy. By the same token, millions of
Americans could quickly become infected if,
naturally or through malicious intent, a new
disease were to break out in a country with
poor health care and be carried across the
world by unwitting air travelers before it
was identified.

No nation can defend itself against these
threats entirely on its own. Dealing with to-
day’s challenges—from ensuring that deadly
weapons do not fall into dangerous hands to
combating global climate change, from pre-
venting the trafficking of sex slaves by orga-
nized criminal gangs to holding war crimi-
nals to account before competent courts—re-
quires broad, deep, and sustained global co-
operation. States working together can
achieve things that are beyond what even
the most powerful state can accomplish by
itself.

Those who drew up the charter of the
United Nations in 1945 saw these realities
very clearly. In the aftermath of World War
II, which claimed the lives of 50 million peo-
ple, they established at the San Francisco
conference in 1945 an organization (in the
words of the charter) to ‘‘save succeeding
generations from the scourge of war.”” Their
purpose was not to usurp the role of sov-
ereign states but to enable states to serve
their peoples better by working together.
The UN’s founders knew that this enterprise
could not be narrowly conceived because se-
curity, development, and human rights are-
inextricably linked. Thus they endowed the
new world organization with broad ambi-
tions: to ensure respect for fundamental
human rights, to establish conditions under
which justice and the rule of law can be
maintained, and, as the charter says, ‘‘to
promote social progress and better standards
of life in larger freedom.”

When the UN Charter speaks, of ‘‘larger
freedom,”” it includes the basic political free-
doms to which all human beings are entitled.
But it also goes beyond them, encompassing
what President Franklin Roosevelt called
“freedom from want’ and ‘‘freedom from
fear.”” Both our security and our principles
have long demanded that we push forward all
these frontiers of freedom, conscious that
progress on one depends on and reinforces
progress on the others. In the last 60 years,
rapid technological advances, increasing eco-
nomic interdependence, globalization, and
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dramatic geopolitical change have made this
imperative only more urgent. And since the
attacks of September 11, 2001, people every-
where have come to realize this. A new inse-
curity entered every mind, regardless of
wealth or status. More clearly than ever be-
fore, we understand that our safety, our
prosperity indeed, our freedom—is indivis-
ible.
A NEW SAN FRANCISCO MOMENT

Yet precisely when these challenges have
become so stark, and when collective action
has become so plainly required, we see deep
discord among states. Such dissonance dis-
credits our global institutions. It allows the
gap between the haves and the have-nots, the
strong and the weak, to grow. It sows the
seeds of a backlash against the very prin-
ciples that the UN was set up to advance.
And by inviting states to pursue their own
solutions, it calls into question some of the
fundamental principles that have, however
imperfectly, buttressed the international
order since 1945.

Future generations will not forgive us if
we continue down this path. We cannot just
muddle along and make do with incremental
responses in an era when organized crime
syndicates seek to smuggle both sex slaves
and nuclear materials across borders; when
whole societies are being laid waste by AIDS;
when rapid advances in biotechnology make
it all too feasible to create ‘‘designer bugs’
immune to current vaccines; and when ter-
rorists, whose ambitions are very plain, find
ready recruits among young men in societies
with little hope, even less justice, and nar-
rowly sectarian schools. It is urgent that our
world unite to master today’s threats and
not allow them to divide us and thus master
us.

In recent months, I have received two
wide-ranging reviews of our global chal-
lenges: one from the 16-member High-Level
Panel on Threats, Challenges, and Change,
which I had asked to make proposals to
strengthen our collective security system;
the other from 250 experts who undertook
the UN Millennium Project and devised a
plan to cut global poverty in half within the
next ten years. Both reports are remarkable
as much for their hardheaded realism as for
their bold vision. Having carefully studied
them, and, extensively consulted UN member
states, I have just placed before the world’s
governments my own blueprint for a new era
of global cooperation and collective action.

My report, entitled ‘“‘In Larger Freedom,”’
calls on states to use the summit of world
leaders that will be held at UN headquarters
in September to strengthen our collective se-
curity, lay down a truly global strategy for
development, advance the cause of human
rights and democracy in all nations, and put
in place new mechanisms to ensure that
these commitments are translated into ac-
tion. Accountability—of states to their citi-
zens, of states to one another, of inter-
national institutions to their members, and
of this present generation to future ones—is
essential for our success. With that in mind,
the UN must undergo the most sweeping
overhaul of its 60-year history. World leaders
must recapture the spirit of San Francisco
and forge a new world compact to advance
the cause of larger freedom.

FREEDOM FROM FEAR

The starting point for a new consensus
should be a broad view of today’s threats.
These dangers include not just international
wars but also civil violence, organized crime,
terrorism, and weapons of mass destruction.
They also include poverty, infectious dis-
ease, and environmental degradation, since
these ills can also have catastrophic con-
sequences and wreak tremendous damage.
All of these can undermine states as the
basic units of the international system.
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All states—strong and weak, rich and
poor—share an interest in having a collec-
tive security system that commits them to
act cooperatively against a broad array of
threats. The basis of such a system must be
a new commitment to preventing latent
threats from becoming imminent and immi-
nent threats from becoming actual, as well
as an agreement on when and how force
should be used if preventive strategies fail.

Action is required on many fronts, but
three of them stand out as particularly ur-
gent. First, we must ensure that cata-
strophic terrorism never becomes a reality.
In that cause, we must make use of the
unique normative strength, global reach, and
convening power of the UN. To start, a com-
prehensive convention against terrorism
should be developed. The UN has been cen-
tral in helping states negotiate and adopt 12
international antiterrorism conventions, but
a comprehensive convention outlawing ter-
rorism in all its forms has so far eluded us
because of debates on ‘‘state terrorism’ and
the right to resist occupation. It is time to
put these debates aside. The use of force by
Most lawyers recognize that the provision
includes the right to take preemptive action
against an imminent threat; it needs no rein-
terpretation or rewriting. Yet today we also
face dangers that are not imminent but that
could materialize with little or no warning
and might culminate in nightmare scenarios
if left unaddressed. The Security Council is
fully empowered by the UN Charter to deal
with such threats, and it must be ready to do
S0.

We must also remember that state sov-
ereignty carries responsibilities as well as
rights, including the responsibility to pro-
tect citizens from genocide or other mass
atrocities. When states fail to live up to this
responsibility, it passes to the international
community, which, if necessary, should
stand ready to take enforcement action au-
thorized by the Security Council.

The decision to use force is never easy. To
help forge consensus over when and how re-
sort to force is appropriate, the Security
Council should consider the seriousness of
the threat, whether the proposed action ad-
dresses the threat, the proportionality of
that proposed action, whether force is being
contemplated as a last resort, and whether
the benefits of using force would outweigh
the costs of not using it. Balancing such con-
siderations will not produce made-to-meas-
ure answers but should help produce deci-
sions that are grounded in principle and
therefore command broad respect.

LIVING IN DIGNITY

Accepting our solemn responsibility to
protect civilians against massive violations
of human rights is part of a larger need: to
take human rights and the rule of law seri-
ously in the conduct of international affairs.
We need long-term, sustained engagement to
integrate human rights and the rule of law
into all the work of the UN. This commit-
ment is as critical to conflict prevention as
it is to poverty reduction, particularly in
states struggling to shed a legacy of vio-
lence.

The UN, as the vehicle through which the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights and
two international human rights covenants
have been promulgated, has made an enor-
mous contribution to human rights. But the
international machinery in place today is
not sufficient to ensure that those rights are
upheld in practice. The Office of the UN High
Commissioner for Human Rights operates on
a shoestring budget, with insufficient capac-
ity to monitor the field. The high commis-
sioner’s office needs more support, both po-
litical and financial. The Security Council—



July 1, 2005

and in time, I Thope, the proposed
Peacebuilding Commission—should involve
the high commissioner much more actively
in its deliberations.

The Commission on Human Rights has
been discredited in the eyes of many. Too
often states seek membership to insulate
themselves from criticism or to criticize oth-
ers, rather than to assist in the body’s true
task, which is to monitor and encourage the
compliance of all states with their human
rights obligations. The time has come for
real reform. The commission should be
transformed into a new Human Rights Coun-
cil. The members of this council should be
elected directly by the General Assembly
and pledge to abide by the highest human
rights standards.

No human rights agenda can ignore the
right of all people to govern themselves
through democratic institutions. The prin-
ciples of democracy are enshrined in the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights, which,
ever since it was adopted in 1948, has inspired
constitutions in every corner of the globe.
Democracy is more widely accepted and
practiced today than ever before. By setting
norms and leading efforts to end colonialism
and ensure self-determination, the UN has
helped nations freely choose their destiny.
The UN has also given concrete support for
elections in more and more countries: in the
last year alone, it has done so in more than
20 areas and countries, including Afghani-
stan, Palestine, Iraq, and Burundi. Since de-
mocracy is about far more than elections,
the organization’s work to improve govern-
ance throughout the developing world and to
rebuild the rule of law and state institutions
in war-torn countries is also of vital impor-
tance. Member states of the UN should now
build on this record, as President George W.
Bush suggested to the UN General Assembly
in September 2004, by supporting a fund to
help countries establish or strengthen de-
mocracy.

Of course, at the UN, democratic states
sometimes have to work with nondemocratic
ones. But today’s threats do not stop neatly
at the borders of democratic states, and just
as no democratic nation restricts its bilat-
eral relations to democracies, no multilat-
eral organization designed to achieve global
objectives can restrict its membership to
them. I look forward to the day when every
member state of the General Assembly is
democratically governed. The UN’S uni-
versal membership is a precious asset in ad-
vancing that goal. The very fact that non-
democratic states often sign on to the U.N.’s
agenda opens an avenue through which other
states, as well as civil society around the
world, can press them to align their behavior
with their commitments.

FREEDOM FROM WANT

Support for human rights and democracy
must go hand in hand with serious action to
promote development. A world in which
every year 11 million children die before
their fifth birthday, almost all from prevent-
able causes, and 3 million people of all ages
die of AIDS is not a world of larger freedom.
It is a world that desperately needs a prac-
tical strategy to implement the Millennium
Declaration on which all states solemnly
agreed five years ago. The eight Millennium
Development Goals that are to be achieved
by 2015 include halving the proportion of peo-
ple in the world who live in extreme poverty
and hunger, ensuring that all children re-
ceive primary education, and turning the
tide against HIV/AIDS, malaria, and other
major diseases.

The urgency of taking more effective ac-
tion to achieve these goals can hardly be
overstated. Although the deadline is still a
decade away, we risk missing it if we do not
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drastically accelerate and scale up our ac-
tion this year. Development gains cannot be
achieved overnight. It takes time to train
teachers, nurses, and engineers; to build
roads, schools, and hospitals; and to grow the
small and large businesses that create jobs
and generate income for the poor.

The U.N. summit in September must be
the time when all nations sign up not just
for a declaration but also for a detailed plan
of attack on deadly poverty by which all can
be judged. That summit will be a moment for
deeds rather than words—a moment to im-
plement the commitments that have been
made to move from the realm of aspirations
to that of operations.

At the core of this plan must be the global
partnership between rich and poor countries,
the terms of which were set out three years
ago at the International Conference on Fi-
nancing for Development in Monterrey, Mex-
ico. That historic compact was firmly
grounded in the principles of mutual respon-
sibility and mutual accountability. It re-
affirmed the responsibility of each country
for its own development and elicited con-
crete commitments from wealthy nations to
support poorer ones.

In September, all developing countries
should undertake to put forward, by 2006,
practical national strategies to meet the
Millennium Goals. Each country should map
the key dimensions and underlying causes of
extreme poverty, use that map to assess its
needs and identify necessary public invest-
ments, and convert that assessment into a
ten-year framework for action, elaborating
three-to-five-year poverty-reduction strate-
gies for the meantime.

Donors must also ensure that developing
countries that put such strategies in place
really do get the support they need, in the
form of market access, debt relief, and offi-
cial development assistance (ODA). For too
long, ODA has been inadequate, unpredict-
able, and driven by supply rather than de-
mand. Although such aid has been increasing
since the Monterrey summit, already with
noticeable results, many donors still give far
less than the target of 0.7 percent of gross
national income. All of them should now
draw up their own ten-year strategies to
meet the 0.7 percent target by 2015 and en-
sure that they reach 0.5 percent by 2009.

We need action on other fronts, too. On
global climate change, for example, the time
has come to agree on an international frame-
work that draws in all major emitters of
greenhouse gases in a common effort to com-
bat global warming beyond the year 2012,
when the Kyoto Protocol is due to expire. We
need both a commitment to a new regulatory
framework and far more innovative use of
new technologies and market mechanisms in
carbon trading. We must also learn the les-
son of December’s devastating tsunami, by
putting in place a worldwide capability to
give early warning of all natural hazards—
not just tsunamis and storms, but floods,
droughts, landslides, heat waves, and vol-
canic eruptions.

A RENEWED UN

If the U.N. is to be a vehicle through which
states can meet the challenges of today and
tomorrow, it mneeds major reforms to
strengthen its relevance, effectiveness, and
accountability. In September, decisions
should be reached to make the General As-
sembly and the Economic and Social Council
more strategic in their work. Just as we con-
template creating new institutions such as a
Peacebuilding Commission, we should abol-
ish those that are no longer needed, such as
the Trusteeship Council.

No reform of the U.N. would be complete,
however, without Security Council reform.
The council’s present makeup reflects the
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world of 1945, not that of the twenty-first
century. It must be reformed to include
states that contribute most to the organiza-
tion, financially, militarily, and diplomati-
cally, and to represent broadly the current
membership of the U.N. Two models for ex-
panding the council from 15 to 24 members
are now on the table: one creates six new
permanent seats and three new nonperma-
nent ones; the other creates nine new non-
permanent seats. Neither model expands the
veto power currently enjoyed by the five per-
manent members. I believe the time has
come to tackle this issue head on. Member
states should make up their minds and reach
a decision before the September summit.

Equally important is reform of the U.N.
Secretariat and the wider network of agen-
cies, funds, and programs that make up the
U.N. system. Since 1997, there has been a
quiet revolution at the U.N., rendering the
system more coherent and efficient. But I
am deeply conscious that more needs to be
done to make the organization more trans-
parent and accountable, not just to member
states, but to the public on whose confidence
it relies and whose interests it ultimately
must serve. Recent failures have only under-
lined this imperative.

I am already taking a series of measures to
make the U.N. Secretariat’s procedures and
management more open to scrutiny. But if
reform is to be truly successful, the sec-
retary-general, as chief administrative offi-
cer of the organization, must be empowered
to manage it with autonomy and flexibility,
so that he or she can drive through the nec-
essary changes. The secretary-general must
be able to align the organization’s work pro-
gram behind the kind of agenda I have out-
lined, once it is endorsed by member states,
and not be hamstrung by old mandates and a
fragmented decision-making structure that
jeopardize setting a central strategic direc-
tion. When member states grant the post
this autonomy and flexibility, they will have
both the right and the responsibility to de-
mand even greater transparency and ac-
countability.

DECISION TIME

In calling on member states to make the
most far-reaching reform in the organiza-
tion’s history and to come together on a
range of issues where collective action is re-
quired, I do not claim that success through
multilateral means is guaranteed. But I can
almost guarantee that unilateral approaches
will, over time, fail. I believe states have no
reasonable alternative to working together,
even if collaboration means taking the prior-
ities of your partners seriously to ensure
that they will take seriously your own in re-
turn—even if, as President Harry Truman
said in San Francisco 60 years ago, ‘“We all
have to recognize, no matter how great our
strength, that we must deny ourselves the li-
cense to do always as we please.”’

The urgency of global cooperation is now
more apparent than ever. A world warned of
its vulnerability cannot stand divided while
old problems continue to claim the lives of
millions and new problems threaten to do
the same. A world of interdependence cannot
be safe or just unless people everywhere are
freed from want and fear and are able to live
in dignity. Today, as never before, the rights
of the poor are as fundamental as those of
the rich, and a broad understanding of them
is as important to the security of the devel-
oped world as it is to that of the developing
world.

Ralph Bunche, a great American and the
first U.N. official to receive the Nobel Peace
Prize, once said that the U.N. exists ‘‘not
merely to preserve the peace but also to
make change—even radical change—possible
without violent unheaval. The U.N. has no
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vested interest in the status quo.” Today,
these words take on new significance. The
U.N.’s mission of peace must bring closer the
day when all states exercise their sov-
ereignty responsibly, deal with internal dan-
gers before these threaten their citizens and
those of other states, enable and empower
their citizens to choose the kind of lives they
would like to live, and act with other states
to meet global threats and challenges. In
short, the U.N. must steer all of the world’s
peoples toward ‘‘better standards of life in
larger freedom.” The U.N. summit in Sep-
tember is the chance for all of us to set out
on that path.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, Kofi
Annan also stated there is considerable
overlap between the Mitchell-Gingrich
task force report and the reforms he
himself is proposing, and that he is pre-
pared to implement them.

He stated:

All of us want to make the U.N.’s manage-
ment more transparent and accountable, and
its oversight mechanisms stronger and more
independent.

He stated:

All of us want to make the U.N.’s human
rights machinery more credible . .. by re-
placing the present Commission on Human
Rights with a Human Rights Council.

He also stated:

All of us want to impose stricter standards
of conduct on U.N. peacekeeping missions,
especially an end to sexual abuse and exploi-
tation.

These statements indicate we are in
a unique position with the U.N. and
there is a sincere interest in reform.
We have to seize this opportunity now.

When you are dealing with an organi-
zation that understands the need for
reform and is echoing our objectives
and is ready to cooperate, we need to
send in not the ‘‘bad cop,” or the guy
with the ‘‘sharp elbows,” or the guy
who says, ‘I don’t do carrots.”” We need
to send the ‘‘good cop,” the guy who
knows how to reap the benefits of the
environment for change and make it
happen.

John Bolton is a bold contradiction
to the efforts to improve the image of
the U.S. at this critical time, as well as
a contradiction to the President’s ef-
forts to ramp up public diplomacy.

John Bolton is a bold contradiction
to efforts to reform the U.N. If we do
not send the right person to the U.N.,
there is substantial risk we might lose
this unprecedented and ripe oppor-
tunity to achieve important reforms.

The person we send to the U.N. will
have great influence on the world’s per-
ception of the United States, our val-
ues, our decency, and will be critical to
the urgent reforms that must be made
at the U.N.

Our success on these issues—public
diplomacy and U.N. reform—will have
an enormous impact on our ability to
win the war on terrorism, to promote
peace in the world and, most impor-
tantly, whether we live in an America
that is free from terror.

Mr. President, how many minutes do
I have left?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 3% minutes.
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ADVERTISING FOR PRESCRIPTION
DRUGS

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
will comment for a couple of minutes
on the very fine statement the leader
made in regard to the advertising for
prescription drugs. I think he made a
clear statement and sends a large mes-
sage to the drug companies that they
have to reevaluate their advertising
campaign. The statement confirms the
fact to the American people that we
are paying more for drugs because of
those advertising costs.

I think it is particularly appropriate
for us to be raising this issue at this
time because this year millions of
Americans—Medicare-eligible people—
are going to be signing up to take ad-
vantage of the prescription drug bene-
fits of the Medicare Modernization Act.
It is very important that while they
are signing up and taking advantage of
this new opportunity—an opportunity
that I think will make the largest im-
provement in public health since the
advent of the Medicare Program—they
don’t just willy-nilly have drugs pre-
scribed for them that they may or may
not need.

I think one other point needs to be
made, and that is, in this era in which
we live, we all have to be our own best
friend. At one time, I took Vioxx. I
called my pharmacist and discussed
other drugs I was taking. He told me
Vioxx contributed to an increase in
blood pressure. I was taking other
drugs to bring down my blood pressure.
I decided voluntarily that this doesn’t
make sense and I got off Vioxx. I lost
10 pounds. Now, once in a while when I
have arthritic pain, I take a Motrin.
But the fact is that all of us Members
of Congress and the ordinary public
have to pay a lot more attention to the
drugs we are taking because, as the
leader said, the side effects are signifi-
cant and we have to be careful about it.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Alaska is rec-
ognized.

——————

JUSTICE SANDRA DAY O’CONNOR

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
come to the floor to make comments
concerning our good friend, Supreme
Court Justice Sandra Day O’Connor. It
has been Catherine’s and my honor to
have become very close to the O’Con-
nors.

I want to tell the Senate that I think
Justice Sandra Day O’Connor is one of
the most extraordinary and gracious
women I have ever known. She has
come to Alaska often. What most peo-
ple don’t know is she is a very fine fish-
er person. I think one of the most in-
teresting letters I ever received in my
life was the letter I received from San-
dra Day after she had gone fishing to a
remote fishing lodge in Alaska. She
was the only woman there at the time.
She fished through some rainy periods
and sunny periods and gave a general
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description of the joy she had being
able to have the time to fish and to
think as she did that. It was a real joy
to read that letter.

I also asked Sandra Day O’Connor to
come to Alaska and speak—she has
been there many times—at the Anchor-
age Library. She gave a stirring ad-
dress to mainly young women who
were part of the Alaska State Bar As-
sociation. That evening, we had a din-
ner for Justice O’Connor, and her hus-
band John asked for the privilege of in-
troducing her. I want to tell the Senate
that I think that was probably the
most moving tribute I ever heard a
husband deliver for his wife in my life.

Her husband John is a fine lawyer
and a devoted husband. He told us a
story of how he felt when Sandra Day
got the call asking her if she would be-
come a member of the Supreme Court.
Sandra Day O’Connor, just 2 weeks
ago, at my request, took a group of the
Chinese delegates to the Senate-Chi-
nese parliamentary conference to the
Supreme Court of the United States.
She took the time to take these Chi-
nese representatives through the Court
and explain our judicial process and
how it is an essential function of our
democracy to these delegates who
came to meet to discuss issues of great
importance to the nation of China and
our own Nation. The way she handled
those people and the gracious way in
which she described the functions in
the chamber, and took us to the court-
room and explained how the Court lis-
tens to the attorneys who present cases
and how the Court reacts individually
to statements, and the type of ques-
tions she puts to the attorneys who
represent various litigants, was a most
instructive session for our Chinese
friends. Again, it demonstrated the
depth of Sandra Day O’Connor. She is
one great lady.

She has been an exemplary public
servant who has made exceptional con-
tributions not only to the Supreme
Court but to our Nation. I think she
will be remembered in this country as
a groundbreaker, overcoming adversity
and stereotypes. She was the first
woman nominated to be a member of
our Supreme Court.

She is a native of southeastern Ari-
zona and she grew up on an isolated
ranch owned by her parents. The ranch
itself did not receive electricity or run-
ning water until she was seven. My
wife’s family had a similar experience
living in another part of Arizona. I
think that is one of the reasons we
have become so close to the O’Connors.

She received her bachelor’s degree in
economics, magna cum laude, from
Stanford University in 1950. After she
received her bachelor’s degree, O’Con-
nor enrolled at Stanford Law School,
graduating third in her class and serv-
ing on the Stanford Law Review. It was
during law school that she met her
husband, John.

After graduating from law school,
she faced a tough job market as a fe-
male attorney. After having difficulty
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finding a position in the private sector,
Sandra Day O’Connor accepted a posi-
tion working as Deputy County Attor-
ney for San Mateo County, California.

When her husband John was drafted
into the JAG Corps in 1953, she moved
to Frankfurt, Germany with him and
served as a civilian attorney for the
Quartermaster Market Center from
1954-1957.

After leaving Germany, O’Connor re-
turned to Arizona and again faced dif-
ficulty in finding employment with a
private law firm. As a result, she began
a small practice of her own where she
practiced from 1958-1960.

In 1965, after returning to work fol-
lowing a brief hiatus to care for her
children, O’Connor accepted a position
as an Assistant Attorney General for
the State of Arizona.

In 1968, she was appointed to the Ari-
zona State Senate by the governor to
fill a vacancy. O’Connor successfully
defended her Senate seat in the next
election, and was subsequently re-
elected to two more terms. During this
time, O’Connor was elected to be ma-
jority leader of the Arizona Senate.

O’Connor was elected Judge of Mari-
copa County Superior Court in 1975 and
she served until 1979 when she was ap-
pointed to the Arizona Court of Ap-
peals. In 1981, President Reagan ap-
pointed her as the first woman to sit
on the Supreme Court and she was con-
firmed unanimously by the Senate.

During her time on the Court, Jus-
tice O’Connor has proven herself to be
a brilliant jurist and a strong defender
of the Constitution. She is known for
her fairness and her desire to seek
practical solutions for even the most
difficult decisions the Court has ruled
on.

Justice O’Connor has proven to be an
independent thinker and a vigorous
questioner, narrowing in on precise
legal issues with laser-like precision
from the bench.

She has lived up to her promise to re-
spect the Constitution and to interpret
the law judiciously, seeking the nar-
rowest reach possible for the Court’s
rulings. Justice O’Connor is known for
approaching each case individually,
seeking to arrive at practical conclu-
sions.

Justice O’Connor has been a great ad-
vocate for the Court. She has traveled
the globe, speaking to thousands of
students, lawyers, foreign dignitaries
and others on the judiciary, the Con-
stitution, and the law.

Justice O’Connor’s love of this Na-
tion, its judicial process, and the law is
widely known. In her most recent
book, ‘“‘Majesty of the Law: Reflections
of a Supreme Court Justice” she
insightfully describes the institution of
the court, its history, customs and
some of its notable members.

Justice O’Connor, is ‘‘one of the most
significant historical figures of the 21st
century’’ and ‘‘an inspiration to all fu-
ture generations.”” Chief Judge Stephen
McNamee, U.S. District Court, District
of Arizona.
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“[Justice O’Connor] likes to hear
people’s points of view. I never felt I
had to agree with her to conform to her
view.” Professor Stuart Banner, pro-
fessor of law at UCLA who clerked for
O’Connor.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia
is recognized.

———

COMPLIMENTING SENATOR TED
STEVENS

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I always
enjoy listening to my friend TED STE-
VENS. Ours is a long friendship, and it
will be as long as the days we both live.
He is going to go fishing. He loves to
fish. He loves to go back to his State,
which he so ably represents, and which
has accorded him the great title of
‘““Alaska’s Son of the 20th Century.” In-
deed, he is one who is entitled to that
kind of recognition and respect.

————
THE FOURTH OF JULY

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, many
Americans will soon enjoy a long 3-day
weekend, courtesy of the Fourth of
July, which this year falls on a Mon-
day.

The Fourth of July is a wonderful
time. Summer’s heat has not yet worn
us down. School has not been out so
long that the days have begun to drag
for the younger set—or for their par-
ents. We are not tired of the season or
of each other. The growth of the grass
has slowed, so that weekends are not
spent on mowing and yard work, but
leaves some time for picnics and pools.
Gardens are beginning to pour forth
their bounty, but not yet in such abun-
dance that we have become desperate
to unload mounds of zucchini and to-
matoes. Wild blackberries. I remember
when I was a boy, reaching around the
shed and picking off a few wild black-
berries and having the color of the
blackberries stain my lips. Wild black-
berries are ripening along the edges of
fields and the heavy perfume of honey-
suckle vines makes rural walks a
feast—a feast—for the senses. The
Fourth of July is a perfect time to
glory in the gentle bounty of our Na-
tion and of our Nation’s families. Inde-
pendence Day, together with Thanks-
giving and Christmas, remains a
uniquely family-oriented celebration.
When Americans reflect on our free-
dom, our security, our liberties, our
many blessings, we like to do it among
our closest friends and family.

Fourth of July parades—oh man,
man, man, they will bring out the
crowds along community main streets,
big towns, little towns, middle-size
towns. Small hands—I can just see
them, can’t you?—small hands, little
hands will clutch miniature flags as
firetrucks roll past in all of their shin-
ing glory. Floats made by church
groups, scout troops, and 4-H clubs will
compete, each hoping to demonstrate
the greatest patriotism.
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After the parades, there will be fam-
ily picnics and barbecues that host
their own friendly competition as fam-
ily cooks show off their talents at the
grill or on tables laden with traditional
favorites such as creamy macaroni and
potato  salad, slow-cooked baked
beans—oh, how good they taste—dev-
iled eggs, and chocolate cake.

The menu is not as important, how-
ever, as the feeling of family solidarity
as everyone settles in after a splendid
meal to watch the cascading displays
of fireworks set off in the growing
dusk. With the exception of some small
children and family pets, such as my
little dog, Trouble, that howl at the
thunderous booms and high-pitched
squeals of some fireworks, the general
response to the evening’s finale is usu-
ally a unanimous ‘‘oooh” after each
bloom of sparks.

Even the earliest Independence Day
celebrations were marked by similar
displays of patriotism, often including
the discharge of cannons, one for each
State in the Union, and toasts, also one
for each State in the Union.

On July 3, 1776, John Adams wrote to
his wife Abigail and said:

Yesterday the greatest question was de-
cided which ever was debated in America;
and a greater perhaps never was, nor will be,
decided among men. A resolution was passed
without one dissenting colony, that those
United Colonies are, and of right ought to be,
free and independent States.

That resolution was on separation
from England. It was not until July 4
that the Declaration of Independence—
the Declaration of Independence, there
it is with my wife Erma’s name on the
front of the leather cover. It contains
the Constitution, the Articles of Con-
federation, yes, and the Declaration of
Independence, and some other historic
documents.

The Declaration of Independence was
voted upon by the Continental Con-
gress. Adams felt that the July 2 date
was the one that would be marked by
celebration, but the physical presence
of the declaration document, along
with its stirring rhetoric, allowed it to
easily usurp the separation vote tally
as the turning point in history.

Eighty copies of the original declara-
tion were printed that same night,
July 4, for distribution among the re-
belling colonies.

At the very first Independence Day
celebrations, those spontaneous ones
that followed in the days and weeks
after the Declaration of Independence
was adopted and distributed, the Dec-
laration of Independence was itself a
central part of the festivity, read aloud
to the crowds gathered at capitols,
courthouses, and public places around
the newly declared nation. In New
York, the Declaration of Independence
was read at the head of each brigade of
the Continental Army posted around
the city, to loud hurrahs—Iloud hur-
rahs.

Today, as proud inhabitants of a pow-
erful and wealthy nation, it can be dif-
ficult to recall that in 1776, the celebra-
tions of independence must be seen as
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acts of incredible bravado. In 1776, the
population of the United States was es-
timated to be between 2.2 million and
2.9 million people dispersed over an
enormous swath of lightly populated
country. Some 70,000 British loyalists
had fled the new United States after
independence was declared. The re-
maining tiny population was taking on
the British empire at the height of her
power—a colossus five times larger in
terms of population that was the great-
est and richest in history since the fall
of Rome and the recent victor of wars
against France and Spain that left her
in sole possession of much of the North
American Continent. To wave flags and
shoot off fireworks in celebration of
the Declaration of Independence from
such a behemoth was tantamount to a
junior varsity football team taking on
the entire National Football League
for the Super Bowl and thumbing their
noses to boot. In point of fact, it took
everything the new Nation had to eke
out a victory. There were many points
during the Revolution at which the
outcome was far from certain.

Even in the aftermath of victory, the
future of the new Nation was fragile.
Burdened by war debt, exhausted,
struggling to form a workable govern-
ment out of 13 highly independent new
States, the new Nation limped along
without even an established capital. It
was not until the Constitution was
drafted in 1787 and the new Capital es-
tablished in Washington, DC, that the
new Nation took on a sense of stability
and permanence. On July 4, 1801, Presi-
dent Thomas Jefferson, the principal
drafter of the Declaration of Independ-
ence, opened the White House to guests
while the Marine Band played patriotic
music on the lawn and militia units
conducted military drills with fixed
bayonets.

Independence Day celebrations were
conducted far from Washington as well.
Two hundred years ago, July 4, 1805,
found the Lewis and Clark expedition
traveling along the upper Missouri
River in Montana. LT William Clark
noted in his journal that the group
honored the day with as much of a
feast as they could muster, drank the
last of their brandy, and pulled out the
fiddle for dancing and merriment until
“‘a late hour.” I am especially pleased
to note that fiddle playing was part of
the day’s celebration. In my younger
days, family gatherings always in-
cluded some fiddle playing, a little
singing, and maybe a little dancing. It
is a tradition as old as the Fourth of
July.

I hope, Mr. President, that on this
Independence Day, many Americans
may enjoy a little fiddle music—it
keeps you down to Earth—a healthy
dollop of patriotism, and the pleasure
of family. As we celebrate the day with
friends and families at home or out
amid our Nation’s beautiful wild
spaces, I hope all of our citizens will
spare a moment or two to read the Dec-
laration of Independence. Let us re-
member that each person who signed
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that Declaration of Independence vir-
tually was signing his own death war-
rant. After all, they could have been
charged with treason against the King
and hanged. Think of it.

The colonists rebelled against a gov-
ernment that was arbitrary, unjust,
high handed, and unwilling to even
hear the concerns of those it governed.
They rebelled against a tyrant who
made the military independent of and
superior to civil authority, who im-
posed taxes without their consent, de-
prived them of the benefits of trial by
jury, cut off their trade, abolished
their laws, and fundamentally altered
the form of government, suspended
their legislatures, captured their peo-
ple at sea, and forced them to bear
arms against the colonists, and ignored
their pleas for justice, these things
among many other grievances.

On the Fourth of July, Americans
celebrate and honor the tremendous vi-
sion of our Founding Fathers, their in-
credible courage, and their willingness
to take on a fight that must have
seemed a desperate gamble. We cele-
brate a document that laid out for all
the world to see just what kind of a na-
tion we aim to be and just what kind of
a government we would never stand
for—we should never stand for.

The Declaration of Independence is
more than a piece of paper. The Dec-
laration of Independence is more than
a piece of history. It is a vow for the
future, a call to battle, and the corner-
stone of a new nation. As we watch the
flags snap and pop in the breeze as the
parade swings past, recall the words of
the Declaration that put troops on the
march to take on the King’s armies.
Each citizen, each family, has much to
be grateful for as a result of that docu-
ment.

And so, Mr. President, let me read
briefly from that beautiful Declara-
tion:

When in the Course of human events, it be-
comes necessary for one people to dissolve
the political bands which have connected
them with another, and to assume among
the powers of the earth, the separate and
equal station to which the Laws of Nature
and of Nature’s God entitle them, a decent
respect to the opinions of mankind requires
that they should declare the causes which
impel them to the separation.

We hold these truths to be self-evident,
that all men are created equal, that they are
endowed by their Creator with certain
unalienable Rights, that among these are
Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness.
That to secure these rights, Governments
are instituted among Men, deriving their
just powers from the consent of the gov-
erned. That whenever any Form of Govern-
ment becomes destructive of these ends, it is
the Right of the People to alter or to abolish
it, and to institute new Government, laying
its foundation on such principles and orga-
nizing its powers in such form, as to them
shall seem most likely to effect their Safety
and Happiness.

On this Fourth of July, let us honor
and let us recall the generations of
brave Americans who have fought on
and off the battlefield to preserve our
freedom, and then let us remember the
words of Henry Van Dyke’s poem
“America For Me.”
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Tis fine to see the old world, and travel up
and down

Among the famous palaces and cities of re-
nown,

To admire the crumbly castles and the stat-
ues of the kings;

But now I think I've had enough of anti-
quated things.

So it’s home again, and home again, America
for me!

My heart is turning home again, and there I
long to be,

In the land of youth and freedom beyond the
ocean bars,

Where the air is full of sunlight and the flag
is full of stars.

Oh, London is a man’s town, there’s power in
the air;

And Paris is a woman’s town, with flowers in
her hair;

And it’s sweet to dream in Venice, and it’s
great to study in Rome

But when it comes to living there is just no
place like home.

I like the German firwoods, in green battal-
ions drilled;

I like the gardens of Versailles with flashing
fountains filled;

But, oh, to take your hand, my dear, and
ramble for a day in the friendly [West
Virginia hills] where nature has her
way!

I know that Europe’s wonderful, yet some-
thing seems to lack:

The past is too much with her, and the peo-
ple looking back.

But the glory of the present is to make the
future free;

We love our land for what she is and what
she is to be.

Oh, it’s home again, and home again, Amer-
ica for me!

I want a ship that’'s westward bound to
plough the rolling sea,

To the blessed land of room enough beyond
the ocean bars,

Where the air is full of sunlight and the flag
is full of stars.

—Henry Van Dyke.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I will
say to my friend from West Virginia, I
had occasion to live abroad for 2 years,
and as I caught the ship to come home
again, westward bound—I suppose that
dates me because now you go by
plane—I recited that poem. It is good
to hear it recited on the floor of the
Senate in the shadows of the Fourth of
July.

While I was waiting and heard the
Senator from West Virginia urge us all
to read the Declaration of Independ-
ence, I took the copy that is in my
desk and I read it through so I can re-
port to him that I have done my home-
work.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator.

(The remarks of Mr. BENNETT per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1379
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

——
JUSTICE SANDRA DAY O’CONNOR

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I rise to
mark a historic occasion, and that is
the retirement of our Nation’s first fe-
male Supreme Court Justice, Justice
Sandra Day O’Connor. As the father of
two daughters who are now 22 and 23, 1
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appreciate in so many ways the career
of Justice Sandra Day O’Connor, but
one of the ways I appreciate her career
is that she has paved the way toward
the highest accomplishment for women
in our society, and for that I shall be
grateful always.

She was Justice O’Connor, after all,
born in El Paso, TX—I have to remind
my colleagues of that—on March 26,
1930. She married law school classmate
John Jay 0’Connor IIT in 1952 and raised
three sons: Scott, Brian, and Jay—all
while managing, as many women do in
our society today, a career and family
at the same time, but in this instance
demonstrating and living out one of
the most remarkable legal and polit-
ical careers in our history.

She received her undergraduate and
law degrees at Stanford University and
graduated third in her class. She then
served as deputy county attorney in
San Mateo County, CA, and then as a
civilian attorney for Quartermaster
Market Center in Frankfurt, Germany.
She later served as assistant attorney
general of Arizona and then as a mem-
ber of the Arizona State Senate. As one
who has now served in the executive
branch and the judicial branch of State
government in Texas and now serves in
the legislative branch in Washington,
the kind of service Justice O’Connor
has had in all of her varied and impor-
tant positions during her career has
well prepared her as a Justice on the
Court and understanding both the op-
portunities and potential and the limi-
tation of government to do good in our
country and in our society and what
questions can be resolved by govern-
ment and which questions are best re-
served to the people.

In 1975, she was elected judge of the
Maricopa County Superior Court and
served there until 1979, when she was
appointed to the Arizona Court of Ap-
peals. In 1981, it was President Ronald
Reagan who nominated her as Asso-
ciate Justice to the U.S. Supreme
Court. She has written two books,
“Lazy B and her most recent, ‘“‘Maj-
esty of the Law.”

Justice O’Connor has played a lead-
ing role in some of the Nation’s most
contentious legal disputes in recent
years. And she has provided a critical
voice of judicial restraint on a number
of important issues on which the Court
is closely divided 5 to 4.

She authored the Court’s 54 major-
ity opinion upholding the three-
strikes-and-you’re-out law for repeat
convicted criminals. She wrote the
Court’s plurality opinion in Hamdi, af-
firming the President’s legal authority
to detain enemy combatants in war-
time and thus preserving a key tool in
the ongoing global war on terrorism.
She provided the critical fifth vote pro-
tecting the First Amendment freedom
of association of the Boy Scouts. She
has provided the critical fifth vote in
case after case after case, involving the
important role that States play in our
federalist system of Government, and
in the protection of religious liberties
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and religious expression in the public
square.

Justice O’Connor has made impor-
tant contributions to our jurispru-
dence, even when she was not part of
the Court’s ruling majority. Just last
week, she penned an important dissent
on behalf of private property rights
against overreaching and ever-growing
government—and against the 54 ma-
jority ruling in Kelo which has at-
tracted so much national attention and
outrage this past week. Last year, she
provided a critical voice in defense of
the voluntary recitation of the Pledge
of Allegiance in public schools, even
though a majority of her colleagues re-
fused to do so. And 2 years ago, she
demonstrated respect for precedent
when she refused to join the Court’s
controversial majority opinion in Law-
rence v. Texas, the 2003 decision that
inspired State and Federal court rul-
ings and 1local government actions
against traditional marriage laws na-
tionwide.

Throughout her 24 years of service on
the Nation’s highest court, Justice
O’Connor worked to restore common
sense to our criminal justice system
and due regard for the power reserved
to the States under the Constitution,
and to limit restrictions on faith in the
public square. Thanks to Sandra Day
O’Connor, victims of crime are more
likely to receive justice, and inner city
children are no longer constitutionally
barred from access to school choice
programs. Although I have not always
agreed with her rulings, I have always
felt a deep and abiding respect for her
commitment to public service, her rev-
erence for the law, and her regard for
her fellow man and woman.

In a time when so many controver-
sial issues divide Americans of good
will, it is especially critical that our
Federal courts, led by our Supreme
Court, be steadfast in its interpreta-
tion and application of the law as it is
written, and for our courts to avoid
picking winner and losers in the great
political debates of our day. Under the
steady hand of Sandra Day O’Connor,
America has weathered some of the
most heated legal controversies our
Nation has ever endured—and for that,
the American people will forever be
grateful.

Today’s historic announcement also
raises an important question about the
Senate and the role we will play in the
confirmation process of the President’s
selection to succeed Sandra Day O’Con-
nor on the Supreme Court. Moments
ago the President called upon the Sen-
ate for a dignified process, and I think
we should heed that call. We should
conduct ourselves in a way worthy of
this great body, which has served the
Nation for more than 200 years, and
which time after time after time, when
there has been a vacancy on the Court,
has done its job, providing advice and
consent, asking hard questions, inves-
tigating the background of the Presi-
dent’s nominees—but ultimately pro-
viding an up-or-down vote to each and
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every one of the President’s nominees
to the U.S. Supreme Court.

The process for considering the next
Associate Justice should reflect the
best of the American judiciary—not
the worst of American politics. We de-
serve a Supreme Court nominee who
reveres the law—and a confirmation
process that is civil, respectful, and
keeps politics out of the judiciary.

As I wrote in an op-ed piece this past
Monday in National Review Online,
which I had printed in the RECORD yes-
terday, history affords us some impor-
tant benchmarks for determining
whether the Senate has undertaken a
confirmation process worthy of the
Court and of the American people.
There is a right way and a wrong way
to debate the merits of a Supreme
Court nominee. The Senate’s past
record, unfortunately, has been mixed.

Whoever the nominee is, the Senate
should focus its attention on judicial
qualifications—not personal political
beliefs. Whoever the nominee is, the
Senate should engage in respectful and
honest inquiry, not partisan personal
attacks.

I wish to congratulate Sandra Day
O’Connor on her extraordinary life and
commitment to public service. I wish
her and her family well. I yield the
floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Ohio.

ARMY SPECIALIST JULIE HICKEY

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, as we
approach the celebration of America’s
Independence Day, I am reminded of
something that President Franklin D.
Roosevelt once said about the ideals we
hold dear. He said this: ‘“In the truest
sense, freedom cannot be bestowed; it
must be achieved.”

That was certainly true of our
Founding Fathers when they estab-
lished America’s freedoms and inde-
pendence over 225 years ago. And, it is
still true today of the men and women
in our military who are serving around
the globe to achieve freedom in nations
that have never, ever known it before.

Today, I rise to recognize the con-
tributions of an exceptional young
woman whose mission it was to protect
our freedom here at home and to pro-
mote its achievement abroad. I pay
tribute to her now as we approach the
Fourth of July—a date that is signifi-
cant not just because she embodied the
ideals it represents, but because it
marks the anniversary of this brave
young woman’s death.

Army SPC Julie R. Hickey, of Gallo-
way, OH, died at Landstuhl Regional
Medical Center in Landstuhl, Germany,
on July 4, 2004, from diabetic complica-
tions. She was 20 years old.

Julie Hickey was born on January 17,
1984. Growing up, she was a fun-loving
child with a gift for making friends.
Her younger sister Rachel says that
Julie was always the shoulder to cry on
and also the person who wanted to
make sure you had fun.
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Julie was very loyal and very protec-
tive of her friends. She was 5 feet and
11 inches tall and built to shelter and
stand up for them. Julie’s friend,
Audria Daniels, remembered a time
when she was having a fight with an
old boyfriend. Displaying the personal
courage that would serve her so well in
the Army, Julie stepped right into the
middle of this particularly heated ex-
change and said, ‘“You can’t talk to her
like that.” Even though the young man
stood 6 foot 8, he quickly backed down.
Looking back, it makes perfect sense
that Julie would dedicate her life to
standing up for others in need. She’d
been doing it all her life.

Julie attended Westland High School
in Galloway, OH. During high school,
she enlisted in the Army Reserves and
completed the Civil Affairs Specialist
Course at Fort Bragg, NC. She grad-
uated from Westland High in 2002, and,
wanting to earn money for college, she
joined the Army Reserves. Julie had
been planning to start school at The
Ohio State University in the fall of
2003, but before she could realize that
dream, Julie was called to serve in Op-
eration Enduring Freedom.

Julie was deployed to Afghanistan as
a member of the 412th Civil Affairs
Battalion, where she was assigned to
the Provincial Reconstruction Team in
Asadabad. As part of this team, she
provided humanitarian assistance to
the Afghan people, particularly women
and children in need. Seeing the unfair
way that women were treated in Af-
ghanistan, Julie again decided to stand
up. During her time there, Julie gave
impassioned speeches to women’s orga-
nizations about how they needed to
fight for their rights.

Following one particular speech,
Julie’s mother, Melody, recalled this:

One of the women came to see her after-
ward and told her through an interpreter
that it made them happy to see Julie wear-
ing pants and working beside men. She said
it gave them hope for the future.

For women who had grown up in op-
pression, Julie Hickey was an inspira-
tion—a hopeful example of what they,
too, could be.

Ask anyone who knew Julie Hickey,
and they would tell you about her pas-
sion for her work. As her mother said:

[Julie] loved her job. She spent some of her
time working at a medical clinic, where she
assisted children. She would teach them per-
sonal hygiene. She taught them a little
English—how to count from one to 10 and
say ‘‘Groovy, man!”’

Julie’s work was direct—one-on-one
with people—and she could see, first-
hand, the good she was doing on the
faces of the women and children with
whom she worked. Julie was the type
of ambassador that the United States
depends on in our efforts to spread the
great blessings of freedom and democ-
racy in a part of the world still trou-
bled by violence and fear.

More than anyone, Julie’s mother
understood her commitment to serving
others in the fight for freedom. She
once said that Julie strongly believed
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that we need to ‘‘appreciate everything
[we] have. We have so much here just
because we were born [in the United
States].”” Julie never took this wonder-
ful gift for granted. In fact, she spent
her life paying it back through her
service to others.

Tragically, Julie’s life of service was
cut short by diabetes. Julie’s mother
said that their family has a history of
diabetes, but that Julie hadn’t been di-
agnosed with the illness before she left
for Afghanistan. Even a preliminary
medical exam didn’t reveal anything
abnormal. However, when Julie fainted
at work one day, she was stabilized and
moved to a hospital in Bagram. Only
then and there was she diagnosed with
diabetes.

Julie Hickey was transferred to
Landstuhl on June 30, 2004. She went
into insulin shock and died on the
Fourth of July—the day before she was
to be sent to Walter Reed Army Med-
ical Center.

The sudden nature of this tragedy
struck all of Julie’s friends and family.
Her mother said that Julie was plan-
ning her wedding to another soldier
and that she was going to be honorably
discharged. According to Julie’s fam-
ily, one of the deepest disappointments
is that Julie would never get to become
a mother and have ‘‘the children she
longed for.” Given the love and com-
passion she demonstrated all through-
out her life, Julie clearly would have
made a wonderful mother.

Julie’s awards hardly do justice to
the full breadth and depth of her serv-
ice. But, they do illustrate how special
this young lady was. Her awards in-
clude the Global War on Terrorism Ex-
peditionary Medal, the Global War on
Terrorism Service Medal, the National
Defense Service Medal, and the Army
Service Ribbon.

While these awards are, indeed, im-
pressive, there is, perhaps, a better
symbol of Julie’s service. On a 2-week
leave in late May of 2004, Julie brought
home with her a burqga—the head-to-
toe covering that many Afghani women
wear. One of the women she had been
working with gave this to her. Julie
was buried with that burqa in her cas-
ket. It was a fitting reminder of the
profound impact she had on the life of
s0 many Afghan women.

As Julie’s mother Melody has said, it
is, in some respects, fitting that Julie
passed away on the day of our Nation’s
birth. On this July Fourth, let us re-
member Army SPC Julie Hickey’s
dedication to freedom and learn from
this splendid 20 year old about what it
truly means to be an American.

————

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES

SPECIALIST JAMES ‘‘JIM’’ MILLER

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I today
honor the memory of Army SPC James
“Jim” Miller, IV. The West Chester,
OH, native died on January 30, 2005,
when an improvised explosive device
hit his convoy near Ramadi, Iraq. He
was 22 years old.
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That date—January 30, 2005—should
sound familiar. It was an historic day
on which Iraqi citizens participated in
their first, truly democratic election.
And Jim Miller, an Army medic, was
an integral part of that remarkable
day.

Having already treated three of his
wounded comrades, Jim could have
stayed at an aid station to wait out the
dangerous Election Day. Instead, he
volunteered to go back out to the
streets and help safeguard Iraqis wait-
ing at polling places. To some, Jim’s
choice to do that might have seemed
like an extraordinary act. But, with
Jim, such actions were typical. That’s
just the way he was—always choosing
to be brave, always choosing to be self-
less. He was, indeed, a hero.

Jim Miller was one of those people
who left an impression on everyone he
met. He was always courteous, polite,
and quick to laugh—a laugh that those
who knew him describe as soft, gentle,
and distinct. Jim was a very intelligent
young man—wise beyond his years. His
pee-wee football coach and mentor,
John Hayden, said of Jim’s intel-
ligence:

He had the most sophisticated, elaborate
vocabulary of any young boy I'd ever seen.
[After every football practice], he would send
me home looking to the dictionary for what
he had called me that day!

The oldest—and biggest—of three
brothers, Jim had many passions, one
of which was football. In pee-wee foot-
ball, he was an offensive lineman who
proudly called himself a ‘“B-U-B,” or
“Big Ugly Body.” Jim excelled at foot-
ball and played until his sophomore
year at Anderson High School. But, ac-
cording to John Hayden, under the
large, intimidating physique, Jim was
still just “‘a big teddy bear. . .. He was

.. a sensitive kid with a lot of depth.”

Tragically, during his sophomore
year of high school Jim’s mother,
Alice, died of breast cancer. He turned
inward to find purpose and solace. At
that time, Jim discovered another pas-
sion—and that was music. He started a
band, in which he played the guitar,
and during his senior year, he signed
up for music theory and music history
classes.

His principal, Diana Carter, remem-
bers him as a ‘‘very bright, insightful,
and mature young man—an inde-
pendent spirit.”” She was also im-
pressed with his decision to take music
theory and music history because it
was an extra bit of dedication to music
that many musicians don’t exhibit. It
seems Jim was always a bit more dedi-
cated to the things he was passionate
about.

Jim graduated from Anderson in 2001
and decided to attend Xavier Univer-
sity and study English. After 18
months, though, Jim realized that col-
lege was not providing him with the
fulfillment he desired. As his father,
James Miller, III knew, ‘‘[Jim] was the
type of kid who was always looking in-
side himself.”” When he looked inside
himself, Jim found that what he really



July 1, 2005

wanted was to join the Army. He en-
listed in April, 2003. He completed basic
training at Fort Sill, Oklahoma, and
then decided to train as a medic at
Fort Sam Houston in Texas.

Becoming an Army medic was the
fulfillment for which Jim searched. He
felt a sense of purpose and pride in sav-
ing the lives of his fellow servicemem-
bers. Father Harry Meyer, who pre-
sided at the funeral liturgy, said this
about Jim:

[He was a] sensitive young man who was
struggling to find his place in this world. He
found himself as a medic and had decided to
pursue a career in the medical field. He was
happiest when he was able to serve others
and felt helpless when he could not.

In planning for the future, Jim hoped
to work in a trauma unit someday, so
he could continue to provide life saving
assistance to those in dire need.

After a year as a medic in Korea, Jim
was deployed to Iraq in August of 2004
with the Army’s 1st Battalion, 503rd In-
fantry Regiment, 2nd Infantry Divi-
sion. Jim believed in his mission in
Iraq and, according to his father, Jim
found that most Iraqis he talked with
believed in it too: ‘‘He was surprised to
find out that the Iraqi people were fed
up with the insurgents and wanted to
take back their country.” True to his
nature, Jim became determined to help
the Iraqi people realize their dreams of
freedom.

It was Jim’s usual ‘‘extra bit’’ of de-
termination that led him back out to
the streets of Iraq on Election Day. He
was determined that the Iraqi people
would be free to vote safely.

In the beginning of my remarks I
called SPC James Miller a ‘‘hero.”” But,
in today’s world, what does that term
truly mean? To define Jim Miller’s her-
oism I turn to Ralph Waldo Emerson,
who wrote:

A hero is no braver than an ordinary man,
but he is brave 5 minutes longer.

Jim decided to leave the safety of
college and enlist in the Army. In
doing so, he was brave 5 minutes
longer.

Jim dutifully answered the call of his
country when he was deployed to Iraq.
In doing so, he was brave 5 minutes
longer.

On January 30, 2006 Jim—Doc Mil-
ler—volunteered to protect the lives of
Iraqis waiting to vote. In doing so, he
was brave five minutes longer.

That is why I choose to call him Jim
Miller a hero.

My wife Fran and I continue to keep
Jim’s father and stepmother, James
and Jodi, and his brothers, Dan and
Jeff, in our thoughts and prayers.

SPECIALIST RYAN MARTIN

Mr. President, at all military funeral
services it is traditional for a lone
bugle to sound ‘“Taps.” It is a powerful
piece of music that calls us to remem-
ber the fallen and honor their sacrifice.
Upon its origin, however, “‘“Taps’ was
actually a common bugle call that sig-
nified ‘““Lights Out.” The call told sol-
diers that it was time to end their ac-
tivities and conversations and turn in
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for the night. The history of ‘“Taps’ is
significant because it reminds us not
only of the sacrifices of the men and
women it is played for, but also of the
men and women, themselves.

That call for ‘‘Lights Out’ has been
played for countless service men and
women as they were undoubtedly talk-
ing with each other about their homes,
or about their spouses and children, or
about just a hot shower or a good meal.
These men and women were and are he-
roes who put their lives on hold to safe-
guard the lives of others. Taps plays as
much for the lives they gave up as for
the lives they gave.

I today honor one of these heroes—
Army SPC Ryan Martin, from Mt¢t.
Vernon, OH, who gave his life on Au-
gust 20, 2004, near Samarra, Iraq, when
a roadside explosive detonated near his
vehicle. He was 22 years old.

Ryan Martin, the youngest of three
boys, grew up enjoying hunting, sports,
and fixing cars. He was always willing
to help his father, Tom, work on his
cattle farm. With his keen mechanical
skills and interest in fixing cars com-
bined with his love for the outdoors,
Ryan was a big fan of ‘“‘mud running.”
This is a recreational or competitive
activity in which 4 x 4 vehicles navi-
gate a course of thick, muddy terrain.
According to Matt Hull, one of Ryan’s
friends, Ryan planned to buy some land
when he returned from Iraq and create
his own place for mud running—a place
where he could enjoy being outside and
spending time having fun with his
friends and family.

Ryan had a knack for ‘‘hands-on”
work and mechanics. These skills led
him to study at Knox County Career
Center. Ryan graduated from Mt.
Vernon High School and the Career
Center in 2000, with training as a car-
penter. He then spent a few years
working with heavy machinery at con-
struction sites.

The September 11th terrorist attacks
changed everything for Ryan. Accord-
ing to his father, the attacks had a pro-
found effect on Ryan. He felt a sense of
duty to protect his country and to seek
out those who had harmed so many.
And so, after much contemplation, in
April 2003, Ryan enlisted in the Ohio
Army National Guard. He then volun-
teered for active duty in February 2004.

Ryan wanted to be part of the effort
to rebuild Iraq, hastening the develop-
ment of democracy and making the
world a more stable and safe place for
all of us. He operated bulldozers, exca-
vators, and mine clearing machinery
with the 216th Engineering Battalion,
based out of Chillicothe, OH. At its
core, Ryan’s service to our country was
a humanitarian service to the Iraqi
people. He used his mechanical exper-
tise to build roads, dig foundations for
new buildings, and clear deadly mines
from roads and fields.

Ryan built not only infrastructure in
Iraq, but also lasting friendships with
his fellow soldiers. According to his
stepmother, Jackie Martin, on the eve
of a 2-week leave from Iraq, Ryan said
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that ‘‘he was looking forward to com-
ing home, but when it came time to
pack up, he didn’t want to leave his
buddies. He really made some good
friendships and bonded with others
while he was there.”

Ryan is remembered fondly by his
friends and comrades, who called him
“Little Bear’’—referencing his 6" 2”, 240
pound body. One of his buddies, Ser-
geant Ron Eaton, recalls Ryan’s sense
of humor:

[Ryan would] get us to laugh in extremely
harsh situations. I remember talking in our
bunks one night, and hearing him tell of how
he purchased a semi truck just after this
16th birthday, without his parent’s knowl-
edge. They made him sell it back, but know-
ing Ryan, that’s just the kind of thing he
would do.

Risking his life to protect his friends
was also the kind of thing Ryan would
do—and did do. Ryan’s father, Tom
Martin, said that at a military ball he
attended after Ryan’s death, a general
came up to him and told him that
“when there was trouble, [Ryan] didn’t
stand behind people and he didn’t stand
beside them—he stood in front of
them.”

Ryan was always willing and eager to
volunteer for dangerous missions, mis-
sions that had the protection of others
as their goal. In the words of one of his
commanding officers:

Ryan [made] work much safer for other
soldiers.

When he was killed, Ryan was doing
just that: making the area more secure
for his comrades, as he helped clear
deadly mines and other detonation de-
vices from the vital highway so his fel-
low soldiers—his friends—could do
their jobs more safely.

Mr. President, as we all know, our
Armed Forces are made up of men and
women from all of our communities,
people who are volunteering their time,
sacrificing their safety and their lives
to serve on our behalf. It is through
their service that they spread democ-
racy and help make our world safer.

That is what Ryan Martin did. He
built roads and houses, cleared mines,
and made friends. In doing all of it, he
was making the world a better place.
He ultimately gave his life, a life that
was just beginning, and he did so so
that others could have a fresh start and
a better tomorrow.

Mr. President, when I mentioned ear-
lier the calling of ‘“Taps,” I did not
mention the words that go along with
the bugle call. Let me now read those
words:

Day is done,

Gone the sun,

From the Earth, from the hill, from the sky.
All is well,

Safely rest,

God is nigh.

While the men and women for whom
“Taps’ is played are gone from this
Earth, we can take solace in knowing
that they may now ‘‘safely rest.”” The
Sun may have set, but it will rise again
and a new day will dawn. And with
every new day, we will always remem-
ber the sacrifice and service of those
who have fallen.
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My wife Fran and I continue to keep
Ryan’s family in our thoughts and in
our prayers.

ARMY STAFF SERGEANT AARON REESE AND

ARMY SERGEANT TODD BATES

Mr. President, I, today, honor two
men from Ohio who gave their lives in
the defense of freedom. Army SSG
Aaron Reese and Army SGT Todd
Bates were from two different parts of
Ohio. They grew up with different life
experiences and different kinds of op-
portunities. However, when both be-
came members of the 135th Military
Police Company of the Ohio Army Na-
tional Guard, their lives became irrev-
ocably linked.

All of our armed services, all of our
Armed Forces’ members, serve this
country with pride and with a sense of
duty. Whether it is a mission deep in
the mountains of Afghanistan or a
night patrol on the Tigris River or in
the back alleys of Fallujah, the men
and women in our military serve with
a great sense of responsibility for the
safety and security of those in their
own units. They care about each other.
Our men and women in uniform feel a
unique connection to each other. They
see each other as brothers. They see
each other as sisters. And they are
willing to put their own lives on the
line so their comrades will be safe.
They do it every single day.

It was this dual sense of duty—to
their country and to their fellow serv-
ice members—that put Staff Sergeant
Reese and Sergeant Bates in harm’s
way on December 10, 2003. You see,
their squad was on a night patrol boat
mission on the Tigris River. At some
point during the mission, Staff Ser-
geant Reese, who was the squad leader,
lost his balance, and he fell from the
boat, plunging into the swift, murky
waters of the Tigris.

Seeing his leader fall into the river,
Sergeant Bates acted immediately. He
quickly discarded his heavy body
armor and weapon, and, without a life
jacket, he dove into the river in an at-
tempt to save Staff Sergeant Reese.

Mr. President, Members of the Sen-
ate, tragically—tragically—the river
was too strong for them both.

In William  Shakespeare’s play
“Henry V,”” the title character delivers
a stirring call to arms to rally his
troops. Within this St. Crispin’s Day
speech, Henry tells his men that one
day each one of them would ‘‘strip
[their] sleeves and show their scars,”
proud that they had fought and proud
in knowing that they were a ‘‘band of
brothers’—a ‘‘band of brothers.”

Aaron and Todd can no longer strip
their sleeves and show us their scars,
and so it is up to us to do that in their
honor. It is up to us to remember their
lives—lives that they each gave for our
country and for their brothers.

Aaron Reese was from Reynoldsburg,
OH. He grew up, however, in Elida, OH,
where he attended Elida High School.
Aaron worked hard at both academics
and athletics. His Latin teacher, Mike
Herzog, said Aaron was ‘‘one of those
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you can’t forget—always working hard,
always smiling. He didn’t have a bad
day. He was always in a positive
mood.”

Aaron was a hurdler on the Elida
Bulldogs track and field team and a de-
fensive back on the football team.
Aaron participated in sports with a
quiet confidence. His principal, Don
Diglia, cites Aaron’s team-oriented
personality as his biggest leadership
quality:

He was the kind of guy who was content on
being on the team instead of being the star
of the team. He was a team player all
around. . . .

After graduating from Elida in the
year 1990, Aaron decided to put his
leadership qualities and physical prow-
ess to the test. So he enlisted in the
U.S. Army. He served 7 years. While on
active duty in Central America, he met
the love of his life. He married the love
of his life, Emilia, and then they be-
came the proud parents of a son, An-
thony, and a daughter, Nicole.

Wanting to spend more time with his
new family, Aaron joined the Ohio
Army National Guard. While serving in
the Guard, Aaron also attended the
Ohio State University and Columbus
State. He planned to join the Cin-
cinnati Police Department when he re-
turned from Iraq.

Aaron had been serving in the Guard
for nearly 6 years when his unit was
called up for Operation Iraqi Freedom.
It was hard for Aaron to leave his wife
and his son and his new baby, Nicole,
who had been born only a few months
before he was deployed.

SGT Sheri Brown remembers seeing
Aaron saying goodbye to his family in
February of 2003 and describes it this
way:

His toddler son was playing in the snow.
Aaron wept as he cradled his baby and tried
to say a few last words to his wife.

Aaron Reese cared for his family, but
he also felt a strong obligation to his
country and to his unit. It was an obli-
gation that was not foreign to the
Reese family. Aaron’s grandfather,
Paul Shafer, served in World War II.
His uncle, James Shafer, was killed in
Vietnam in 1967. Aaron also had two
other uncles who served in the Armed
Forces. As Aaron’s father, Ed Reese,
said:

What you will see in our family is the red,
white, and blue.

Indeed, Aaron’s military heritage, ex-
perience, and leadership ability gave
him confidence in his mission. The
135th Military Police Company was re-
sponsible for the safety of their fellow
soldiers, for the training of Iraqi po-
lice, and for various support missions.

Aaron Reese proudly led his unit in
their tasks. Mr. President, 1LT William
F. Lee had this to say of Aaron’s serv-
ice in Iraq:

I had the privilege of leading this out-
standing noncommissioned officer in Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom. I have known Aaron for
many years. We have served many deploy-
ments together—some good and some not so
good. Aaron executed his duties with excep-
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tional performance and was one of my best
leaders.

First Lieutenant Lee’s comments are
a ringing endorsement of Aaron’s con-
summate professionalism and dedica-
tion. He was a model soldier, someone
whom others not only looked up to but
also tried to emulate.

SGT Timothy Haskamp had this to
say:

I had the great opportunity to serve with
Aaron. Over the months in Iraq, he taught
me how to be a good NCO. He wasn’t just a
fellow soldier and my squad leader, he was a
friend and someone who would do anything
he could for you. I can only imagine what a
good father and husband he must have been.
As I continue my service, I will remember
everything he taught me and teach those
things to all who serve under me in the fu-
ture.

For those who served with Aaron, he
was an anchor of strength, an experi-
enced leader, who made it his personal
mission to keep his men and women
safe. April Engstrom, Aaron’s sister,
said that her brother loved the soldiers
in his squad and wanted to protect
them. Todd Bates’ actions on that
night in December, however, really
speak to the love Aaron’s squad also
had for him.

Aaron Reese leaves behind a wife,
two small children, and a loving fam-
ily. But he also leaves a legacy of lead-
ership. He made a sacrifice so that his
children and our children can live in a
safer world. And for that a grateful Na-
tion honors and remembers him.

Army SGT Todd Bates was 20 years
old when he dove into that dangerous
Tigris River to try to save his squad
leader, Aaron Reese. Todd Bates spent
his all-too-short life growing up in Bel-
laire, OH, where he was raised by his
grandmother, Shirley Bates. Todd was
a fun-loving kid, who was loved dearly
by his friends and family. One of his
lifelong friends, Richard Kendle, re-
members growing up in Bellaire with
Todd. This is what he had to say:

I knew Todd all my life. We went to school
together from kindergarten on up through
graduation. I remember the many days that
I used to go over to his house and play video
games. Or, we’d go out in his backyard and
shoot his BB gun. I remember the meals that
his grandmother prepared for us after a day
of play. Todd and I never had much growing
up . . . but we never knew it. We had fami-
lies that loved us and a friendship that would
never die.

Family and friends are important in
Bellaire, OH. For many young men and
women who grow up there, the two
most promising paths to success are
sports and the military. Todd Bates re-
alized this and applied his tireless work
ethic to both endeavors. At Bellaire
High School, Todd excelled on the ‘‘Big
Reds” football team. But he did not do
so through just raw talent. Rather,
Todd worked his way into the starting
lineup. He worked his way there.

More often than not, if you wanted to
find Todd, all you had to do was look in
the football weight room. His coach,
John Magistro, thought Todd was hum-
ble, genuine, caring, and unselfish. And
I quote him:
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He was a good player and he worked really
hard.

Todd’s work ethic and attitude were
recognized by his teammates on the
2000 ‘‘Big Reds’” team. They voted him
one of their cocaptains. And under
Todd’s leadership, Bellaire reached the
State playoffs that year.

Todd was recognized in Bellaire for
being a leader of the football team, for
being a quiet and respectful young
man, and for his beloved car—called
the ‘‘Bates-mobile,”” by most people.
His football coach remembers Todd,
often in the school parking lot long
after practice had ended, under his
car’s hood, trying to get it started.
Reverend Donald Cordery also remem-
bered the ‘‘Bates-mobile.”” Reverend
Cordery was an assistant football
coach and a mentor to Todd. One day
after practice, he asked Todd for a ride
home:

I said, ‘‘Bates, what’s the chance I
could get a ride in your car?” He said,
“Pastor Don, do you really want to
take a ride in my car?” I said, ‘‘Bates,
with my looks and your car, the ladies
will be out!”

Todd was respected by his peers, his
teachers, and his community, but he
wanted more. He wanted to go to col-
lege. He knew, though, that he wasn’t
going to be able to secure a football
scholarship. Financially, that left Todd
with very few options. So, after grad-
uating from Bellaire High School in
2001, Todd decided to join the Ohio
Army National Guard to make money
for college.

But, like many things in Todd’s life,
it wasn’t easy. He had played as a line-
man in high school and he had the body
of a lineman. Todd was 6 feet tall and
250 pounds—not quite the ideal weight
for a National Guardsman. Todd needed
to lose some weight if he hoped to get
into the Guard. To qualify, Todd loaded
a backpack with 50 pounds of weight
and walked eight miles a day. He re-
peated this workout until he had lost
fifty pounds. Todd was, indeed, a re-
markable young man.

As with his dedication to losing
weight and to football, Todd brought
the same focus and work ethic to his
career in the Army. His drill sergeant,
Jason Patrick, from Ft. Leonard Wood
said this about Todd:

Todd was a remarkable soldier and per-
son—always striving to be the very best and
fully committing to every task at hand. I
watched this fine young American grow from
civilian to soldier. I watched as he endured
everything I could throw at him. I am proud
to have trained him and extremely proud of
all he accomplished.

After being deployed to Iraq in Feb-
ruary of 2003, Todd continued to out-
perform the expectations of his com-
manders. Brigadier General Ronald
Young said of Todd, ‘‘[He] was an ex-
ceptional soldier . . . He served his as-
signments with great distinction, and
his commanders have recognized his
dedication to duty and personal leader-
ship on several occasions.”

Todd had a passion for what he was
doing in the Guard and as with his
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other passions in life, he was the stand-
ard for hard work and excellence. While
he was certainly a very focused young
man, Todd also had a terrific sense of
humor and never took anything too se-
riously.

The other members of his unit re-
member Todd as a funny guy who was
always trying to make tough, stressful
situations a little easier with a joke.
At the same time, Todd was always
looking out for the other members of
his unit. He felt connected to them—
like they were all a big, extended fam-
ily, who believed in the National Guard
motto: ““Of the troops, for the troops.”

When Todd Bates jumped into the Ti-
gris River on that cold, December
night, he was not thinking of himself.
He was only thinking of his squad lead-
er—his friend, his ‘‘brother,”” Aaron
Reese.

Both Aaron Reese and Todd Bates
gave their lives not thinking of them-
selves, but only thinking of us. They
put our lives, Iraqi lives, and the lives
of their fellow service men and women
before their own. We will never forget
their sacrifices.

My wife, Fran, and I continue to keep
the families of Aaron Reese and Todd
Bates in our thoughts and in our pray-
ers.

———————

CHILD SURVIVAL AND MATERNAL
HEALTH

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee this
week took an important step. That
step was in providing $275 million to
the Child Survival and Maternity
Health Programs. I congratulate the
full committee for this work. I also
congratulate the subcommittee,
chaired by Senator MCCONNELL, and
Ranking Member LEAHY, for the bill
they reported which contained this
money. I want to use this occasion and
the passage of this bill—in the future,
it will be coming to the Senate floor
with this language—to share some im-
portant statistics about child and ma-
ternal mortality.

It is so very important that we un-
derstand what this money can do. I am
often hesitant to recite statistics on
the floor of the Senate because when
you hear them repeatedly, it is all too
easy to become numb to statistics, to
forget the human realities that they
do, in fact, represent.

It is important for all of us and for
the American people to listen to some
of these statistics because they are so
unbelievable and so tragic and because
they do represent human lives. These
are lives that can be saved, lives that
can be saved by making resources
available to developing countries and
people who are in such great need. Let
me recite some of these statistics.

Today, over 10 million children under
the age of 5 die each year from prevent-
able and treatable diseases and ail-
ments. These include diarrhea, pneu-
monia, measles, and, yes, malnutrition.
It is an unbelievable figure. Of those 10
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million deaths worldwide, 3.9 million
occur in the first 28 days of life. These
babies don’t even have a shot at get-
ting as old as 2 or 3 or 4 or 5. Yet two-
thirds of these deaths could be pre-
vented if available and affordable
intervention had reached the children
and their mothers who need them. Mal-
nutrition contributes to 54 percent of
all childhood deaths. As many as 3 mil-
lion children die annually as a result of
vitamin A deficiency. An estimated
400,000 cases of childhood blindness are
reported each year, children who are
condemned to going about their lives
blind. These are preventable. Of the 130
million babies born each year, about 4
million die in the first 4 weeks of life.
In poor communities many babies who
die are unnamed, unrecorded, indi-
cating the perceived inevitability of
their deaths. Four hundred fifty new-
born children die every hour, mainly
from preventable causes.

According to World Health Organiza-
tion estimates, over 4.4 million chil-
dren died from vaccine-preventable dis-
eases in 2001, diseases such as hepatitis,
polio, and tetanus. Of all the vaccine-
preventable diseases, measles remain
the leading childhood killer, claiming
the lives of 745,000 children, more than
half of them in Africa.

Such staggering numbers of children
dying from preventable diseases is un-
acceptable. It is up to us—the Con-
gress, the Senate, people in the devel-
oped world, the United States, around
the world—to change this tragic
human reality. We have an obligation
to make this change because we have
the know-how, we have the resources
to prevent these deaths.

The Lancet, a British medical jour-
nal which ran a series of articles last
year about child survival, just pub-
lished a new study indicating that the
lives of an estimated 6 million children
could be saved for as little as $1.23 per
child. Yes, for as little as $1.23 per child
in the 42 countries with the highest
rates of child mortality, 23 lifesaving
interventions could be made univer-
sally available. These interventions,
many of them as basic as vitamin A or
zinc supplements, are critical to pre-
venting the deaths of millions of chil-
dren.

The full Appropriations Committee
has agreed to provide this $275 million
for child survival in the Foreign Oper-
ations bill. This is very significant. It
is an important step in our efforts to
improve the health of children around
the world. This funding will save lives.
I urge my colleagues to support this
funding level when the bill comes to
the floor. I urge my colleagues, when
the bill then goes to conference com-
mittee, to keep this funding in that bill
as well.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CORNYN). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.
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Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————————

RETIREMENT OF JUSTICE SANDRA
DAY O’CONNOR

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, today we
have learned that one of our Nation’s
finest jurists will step down from our
highest court. Despite her departure
from the Supreme Court, Justice San-
dra Day O’Connor will leave a lasting
mark on American jurisprudence char-
acterized by fairness, balance, and in-
tegrity.

Justice O’Connor’s career and service
to our Nation have been truly remark-
able. This country will miss her pres-
ence on the Supreme Court dearly.

Some have said that no other indi-
vidual in our Nation’s history has come
to the Supreme Court under greater ex-
pectations. Not only did Justice O’Con-
nor meet these expectations, she far
exceeded them. When President Reagan
nominated and the Senate unani-
mously confirmed Justice O’Connnor in
1981, she became the first woman to sit
on the Supreme Court and, over time,
she grew to be one of the crucial swing
votes on the court—her decisions driv-
en both by her conservative sensibili-
ties and also by her practical nature.

Justice O’Connor grew up on the
Lazy-B Cattle Ranch in southeastern
Arizona. She learned to drive at age 7
and could fire rifles and ride horses by
the time she turned 8. Perhaps it was
her Arizona roots that fueled both her
pragmatism and her desire to succeed.

Mr. President, after high school, Jus-
tice O’Connor attended Stanford Uni-
versity where she majored in econom-
ics and graduated with high honors. A
legal dispute over her family’s ranch,
however, inspired her interest in law
and her decision to enroll at Stanford
Law School. Justice O’Connor com-
pleted law school in only two years,
but she still managed to serve on the
Stanford Law Review and receive high-
est honors. O’Connor graduated third
out of a class of 102. First in the class
was fellow Arizonan William H.
Rehnquist. I suggest that maybe we
should turn to Arizona once again for a
Supreme Court nominee, considering
the track records of Justices O’Connor
and Rehnquist.

In law school, Justice O’Connor also
met her future husband, John Jay
O’Connor, a fine man and husband.

Mr. President, Justice O’Connor
faced a difficult job market after leav-
ing Stanford. No law firm in California
wanted to hire her and only one offered
her a position as a legal secretary.
Later, in Arizona, she again found it
difficult to obtain a position with any
law firm, so she started her own firm.
It is truly remarkable to realize just
how far Justice O’Connor has risen dur-
ing her life despite the adversity she
has faced.

After she gave birth to her second
son, Justice O’Connor withdrew from
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her professional life to care for her
children. Nevertheless, she became in-
volved in many volunteer activities
during this time. She also began an in-
volvement with the Arizona Repub-
lican Party. After five years as a full-
time mother, Justice O’Connor re-
turned to work as an assistant State
Attorney General in Arizona. Arizona
Governor Jack Williams later ap-
pointed her to occupy a vacant seat in
the Arizona Senate. O’Connor success-
fully defended her Senate position for
two more terms and eventually became
the majority leader. By rising to the
position of majority leader, Justice
O’Connor achieved another first for
American women.

In 1974, Justice O’Connor ran and won
a judgeship on the Maricopa County
Superior Court, which resulted in her
service in all three branches of Arizona
government. A year later, she was
nominated to serve on to the Arizona
Court of Appeals. Almost two years
after that, President Reagan nomi-
nated her to the Supreme Court to re-
place the retiring Justice Potter Stew-
art. The Senate rightly confirmed
O’Connor’s nomination unanimously
and the Court soon abandoned its use
of ““Mr. Justice’ as the form of address.
Justice O’Connor herself described the
significance of her nomination in the
following way. She said, ‘A woman had
never held a position at that level of
our government. And it was a signal
that it was all right that women could
be in such positions. That they could
do well in such positions.”

Mr. President, Justice O’Connor
brought to her position on the Supreme
Court her remarkable life history char-
acterized by independence, persever-
ance, and achievement. Early in her
tenure on the Court, observers identi-
fied her as part of the Court’s conserv-
ative faction. The public often associ-
ated her with Justice Rehnquist be-
cause of their shared roots and values.
Over time, though, Justice O’Connor
combined her conservative sensibilities
with a desire to find pragmatic solu-
tions based on sound legal interpreta-
tion. She approached each case
thoughtfully.

It will be difficult to fill the void
that Justice O’Connor’s resignation
has created, nor can anyone assume a
similar place in American history.
There can be only one first, and Sandra
Day O’Connor was it.

Mr. President, very rarely do I pre-
sume to speak on behalf of all of the
citizens of my State of Arizona. But I
know, with confidence, that I do so
now when from the bottom of our
hearts we thank Justice O’Connor for
her magnificent service to her State
and to her Nation. She and her mag-
nificent husband John will be in our
thoughts and prayers as they enter the
struggle ahead. We are confident that
with her traditional courage, she will
face this new challenge and emerge vic-
torious. We thank her for her service.
We thank her for her family. We are,
most of all, confident that Americans
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and Arizonans will remember her with
great pride.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

———

BEST WISHES TO JUSTICE
O’CONNOR

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I join
my friend and colleague, the Senator
from Arizona, Mr. McCAIN, in extend-
ing my best wishes to Justice O’Connor
and thank her for her long and dedi-
cated service to the Nation. She was a
cheerful and thoughtful and highly re-
spected member of the Court, a wise
judge who served the Nation and the
Constitution well.

Justice O’Connor was a mainstream
conservative and was confirmed unani-
mously by the Senate. I hope the Presi-
dent will select someone who meets the
high standards that she set and can
bring the Nation together, as she did.

Our Senate debates in recent weeks
have included extensive discussions on
the need for consultation by the Presi-
dent with the Senate on potential Su-
preme Court nominations. But such
consultation was not mentioned by the
majority leader in his address on
judges earlier this week, and the omis-
sion is glaring, since consultation is
the heart of the ‘‘advice” requirement
in the constitutional requirement that
the President appoint judges with the
“advice and consent’’ of the Senate.

Under the Constitution and the Sen-
ate rules, every Senator’s hands are on
the oars of this vessel. If a substantial
number of us are rowing in the oppo-
site direction from the majority leader,
we will not make much progress. But if
there is a consensus as to where we
want to go, we can get there directly
and quickly.

The 14 Senators who reached the
landmark bipartisan compromise in
the nuclear option debate made a
pledge to one another and a plea to the
President that the advice function
must not be given short shrift, and
that serious consultation with the Sen-
ate in the nomination process is the
key to a successful confirmation proc-
ess.

Separate and independent assess-
ments of nominations by each Senator
are precisely what the Framers wanted
us to do. They wanted Senators to be a
check on the Executive’s proposed judi-
cial selections as a safety net for the
Nation if the President overreaches by
making excessively partisan or ideo-
logical nominations.

Mr. President, all one has to do is
read the debates of the Constitutional
Convention. Our Founding Fathers
considered where to locate the author-
ity and the power for the naming of the
judges on four different occasions. On
three occasions, they gave it unani-
mously to the Senate—to nominate
and to approve. And only in the last 8
days of the Constitutional Convention
did they change that to make it a bal-
ance between the Executive and the
Senate of the United States.
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No fair reading of the debates at the
Constitutional Convention or the Fed-
eralist Papers does not recognize that
this is a shared responsibility. The best
way we carried that shared responsi-
bility was if there is a recognition by
the Executive that he or she—if at a
time in the future we elect a woman—
has the prime responsibility to nomi-
nate; but the final aspect of consenting
is in the Senate.

The process works best when there is
consultation. It works best when, as we
have seen when the leader of the con-
servative movement in this country,
Ronald Reagan, took the opportunity
to select Sandra Day O’Connor, who re-
ceived a unanimous vote in the Senate,
a true conservative. But President
Reagan was setting the path for that
time, and for future times, about how
to proceed.

That is the opportunity this Presi-
dent has at the present time. We hope
he will be inspired by what President
Reagan did in terms of the nominating
process.

Just this past week, several of the
members of the group of 14 spoke on
the floor of the Senate. Just last week,
Senator PRYOR gave a compelling ex-
planation of the agreement. He said
that he was puzzled because people are
ignoring a section of the agreement
that is as important as any other sec-
tion, the part dealing with advice and
consent. He spoke of the past days ‘‘of
bipartisan cooperation between the ex-
ecutive and legislative branches of
Government.”” He pointed out that he
was a signatory to a unanimously sup-
ported letter from the Senate minority
to the President calling for consensus
and cooperation and calling for bipar-
tisan consultation—the best path to a
fair and reasoned confirmation process.

He did not demand that the President
sit down with the 14 or pretend that
they will supplant the Senate Judici-
ary Committee and its leaders. But he
did urge the President to seek the
counsel of Senators from both parties
as he makes future nominations.
“Their insight,”” Senator PRYOR said,
‘“‘could help the President steer a
smoother course when it comes to judi-
cial nominations. . .. Just as the 14
Senators did their part to smooth the
way for future judicial nominations,
the White House [can] do their part by
reaching out to the coequal branch of
Government.”’

How can anyone argue with that wise
prescription? How can anyone ignore
it, since it comes from one of those
who helped bring the Senate back from
the brink of disaster? A President
would have to be extraordinarily im-
prudent not to give it great weight.

Another of the signers on the agree-
ment, Senator SALAZAR, wrote to the
President last week with a clear mes-
sage:

A wide ranging and good faith consultation
between the executive and the Senate, as
contemplated by the Founding Fathers, is
the best way to smooth the path to rapid
Senate consideration for all judicial nomina-
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tions but will be especially important if a va-
cancy arises on our Supreme Court.

Another of the 14 signers, Senator
NELSON of Nebraska, mentioned his
own experience in selecting judges. In
his letter to the President, he pointed
out that even though as Governor he
was not required to obtain the advice
and consent of his legislature, never-
theless he consulted a great deal with
them and found it ‘‘a very worthwhile
and successful process.”

He encouraged President Bush to
reach out to both sides of the aisle ‘‘so
we can move forward on future nomi-
nees in a positive and less contentious
manner.”” Without this consultation,
he said, there could be difficulties, es-
pecially regarding future Supreme
Court nominations, that might provide
the basis for blocking an up-or-down
vote which otherwise might not exist.

Even the President has said—once—
that he would consult with Senators on
judicial nominations, and I urge him to
do so. But as yet, there has been no
meaningful consultation with the Sen-
ate. As the minority leader has made
clear, off-the-cuff casual discussions
about how nice it would be if a Senator
were the choice is not meaningful con-
sultation. To be meaningful, consulta-
tion should include information about
who the President is really considering
s0 we can give responsive and useful
advice.

White House officials made time to
meet last week with prominent outside
allies on the right who are so sure the
President will nominate a noncon-
sensus candidate that they have put an
$18 million war chest in place to defend
their nominee. Their advice to the
President was clear: They would con-
sent to and support any rightwing
judge he selects for the High Court. No
wonder he likes to get their advice and
consent.

The American people deserve a Sen-
ate that will be more than a
rubberstamp for a Supreme Court
nominee. A Senate that walks in lock-
step with the White House is not doing
its constitutional job. It is not doing
the job the American people sent us
here to do: to protect their rights and
freedoms.

If the President abuses his power and
nominates someone who threatens to
roll back the rights and freedoms of
the American people, then the Amer-
ican people will insist that we oppose
that nominee, and we intend to do so.

Mr. President, I hope President Bush
will follow Ronald Reagan’s example
and ignore the advice and arguments of
those who prefer an ideological activ-
ist. He knew that the best thing for the
country would be someone who we
could all unite behind, and he chose
such a person: Sandra Day O’Connor.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

S7895

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

RETIREMENT OF JUSTICE SANDRA
DAY O’CONNOR

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
rise today to discuss the retirement of
Justice Sandra Day O’Connor from the
U.S. Supreme Court. First, I wish to
applaud her public service that has
been part of her entire life. She is a
fantastic role model; she is a role
model to two of my older of five chil-
dren. My two older daughters have seen
her as someone who moved into an area
that had not been occupied b